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 Introduction This document is Volume 4 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) 

Rep3001 Mr 
Graham 
Rippon 

I am responding to Question 6 as detailed in the recently issued Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan. I note that plans are 
required for the development of addituonal homes in the area. However, I am extremely concerned that Green Belt 
Parcel 69, lying between Windsor Road, Fulmer Road and the M40 is being considered for possible development. I 
believe that this area fulfills vital Green Belt functions and is wholly unsuitable for development. This area provides an 
effective check on the unrestricted sprawl of Gerrards Cross, forming part of the Green Belt between the built-up areas 
of Gerrards Cross, Stoke Poges, and Fulmer. It consists largely of unspoilt woodland which offers an increasingly rare 
sanctuary for a wide range of nesting birds, badgers, foxes and deer. Any development here would seriously degrade 
the characteristics of the local area in a way that would be completely irreversible. The woodland trees and vegetation 
absorb water that could otherwise flood the M40 Motorway and lower level land, in addition to helping protect 
existing residents from the air and noise pollution generated by a busy Motorway. The only available access would be 
from Windsor Road or Fulmer Road, both of which are already busy at peak times. This parcel has previously been 
rejected as unsuitable for development by professional consultants appointed by South Bucks District Council. I restate 
my belief that 'Land Parcel 69' is ttally unsuitable for development. 

  

Rep3002 Mrs 
Alyson Coates 

I object to the classification of Little Chalfont as a main settlement for growth. This is not justified by evidence, is 
neither tenable nor viable and is emphatically against the expressed opinion and interests of the local population. Little 
Chalfont has already accommodated highly disproportionate development and the infrastructure of the community is 
insufficient to permit further large scale development. Train services are frequently over-crowded and unsafe at peak 
times, congestion on the A404 is severe and enduring impacting on both employment and education, schools and 
doctors services are oversubscribed and insufficient to service the existing community. The argument for release of 
sites from Green Belt designation is also faulty, and not supported by expert agencies such as the Environment Agency 
and Natural England. In particular the boundaries of the sites shown are not durable and represent merging of parcels 
of land with no rationale. The designation of these parcels of land is not evidence based or even explained. The AONB 
status of much of the land, and adjacent land, is not considered. Mitigation effects are generic and frequently 
inappropriate and the methodology is flawed. I urge the Council to consider the evidence and wishes of the community 
and to reconsider placing an unsustainable and disproportionate burden on this 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.  

Rep3003 Mr & Having studied the proposed Joint Local Plan, we record our comments below and specifically in relation to Question The councils consider that 
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Mrs David and 
Louise Martin 

17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local 
Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? 
Green Belt We are extremely concerned at the proposals to declassify Green Belt. We strongly believe that the Green 
Belt is an important characteristic of the area and should not in any way be used for development where there is real 
potential for the merging of villages (and in particular Little Chalfont and Chenies). We do not agree that the areas of 
Green Belt designated as potential areas for housing and development in and around Little Chalfont are appropriate. 
AONB The AONB around Chenies and Little Chalfont is one of the reasons many people choose to live in these areas. 
The loss of Green Belt and AONB for development will materially spoil this area and should be protected at all costs. 
We therefore strongly oppose any loss of the AONB. Infrastructure Little Chalfont and the surrounding area does not 
have the infrastructure required to support the level of development proposed both during and after construction. 
Significant additional infrastructure would be required and it is assumed that the District Council is securing additional 
budget to support any proposals. We are therefore extremely concerned by the proposals and will strongly oppose the 
proposals that will lead to the loss of Green Belt and AONB. We would also be heavily opposed to the development 
that is proposed between Little Chalfont and Chenies. 

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

Rep3004 Miss 
Lara Young 

I am writing to object to the development to Little Chalfont. This is because I think Little Chalfont is a place which is 
naturally beautiful and a calm place to be in, it also has a lot of greenery and nature which is lovely to be around. I think 
that certain areas in Little Chalfont should be preserved and protected for many future generations. Why should our 
generation live in a green jungle but our children to come live in a concrete jungle? Being around animals and plants 
lets your imagination wander, small children think that fairies live in the trees and flowers. However with no nature 
there are no fairies dancing inside your head, your imagination just hits a wall, a brick wall. Instead the next generation 
will imagine fairies going in and out the crevices in the walls. Animals will have no home to live in making the rare 
species be forced to extinction. We must stop this development . Also the pollution in this area would get much higher, 
creating a bigger impact on not just our animals but on worldwide animals for example penguins and polar bears. I use 
the woods and fields to go on long walks and bike rides which keep me fit and healthy which save the NHS money on 
our wellbeing. If you decided to develop this Green belt land and area of outstanding natural beauty I would be very 
upset as I use this as a place I can meet my friends and catch up now we go to different schools. Nature is good for us 
all! Not lots of houses, traffic and factories which will destroy this special place I live in. Even I notice the difference 
how Little Chalfont has changed for the worse in my 12 years – my mum is always moaning how she can never get a 
parking space or doctor’s appointment and my class sizes are sooooooo big. Thank you for listening to me, I hope you 
do! 

 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.  

Rep3005 Mrs I strongly object to the proposed development of houses and an industrial estate in Little Chalfont and Latimer area for The Local Plan will need to 
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Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Jennifer 
Dawes 

the following reasons: - I feel the local facilites would not be able to cope with any more additional housing. Schools, 
doctors surgeries, dentists are running at full capacity as it is. - The roads would be unable to cope with the additional 
traffic, particularly Stoney Lane. We do not need another industrial estate, there are plenty in this area already. - It 
would have a huge impact on the view over the valley in Latimer, the view from the terrace at the hotel would be 
ruined and also the view from the public footpath that many of the local people of Latimer use. We moved here as the 
countryside is so peaceful and beautiful and the additional houses and industrial estate would take all that away. What 
a shame to build in an AONB. - It would have a dramatic impact on the wildlife in the area from the brown trout to the 
rare birds that visit. 

identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep3006 Nevil 
Coulson 

Great Missenden Garage (also known as Wicks Garage) I understand that it is proposed to make the site of the above 
garage available for residential development. I strongly oppose this proposal because: 1. It would mean the loss of a 
valuable village facility 2. The jobs of those who work in the garage will be lost 3. The garage was built up virtually from 
scratch in the last few years, in which the owner has invested in know-how and reputation. Its closure will send a pretty 
poor message to other entrepreneurs who wish to establish themselves in the area. I have no concern about 
housebuilding in the immediate vicinity, buI would ask you not to include the Garage in the HELAA sites deemed 
suitable for development. 

  

Rep3007 John 
Hayes 

I am repsonding to question 2 and I do ont agree that the site of Wicks Garage , Rignall Rd, Great Missenden should be 
made available for residential development because we will lose a valuable village facility and local jobs. Wicks Garage 
should not in my opion be part of the HELAA sites deemed suitable for development. 

  

Rep3008 Julia 
Organ 

I am writing to express my grave concerns and objections to the planned suggestion that Little Chalfont be classified as 
a main settlement for growth and that the adjoining Green Belt land should be not be considered for release for 
housing and employment development. Little Chalfont has taken proportionately to its size and infrastructure more 
than its fair share of development. Between 2006 and 2014, 307 new properties have been approved or built in Little 
Chalfont this is 12.4% increase, as compared to Amersham 5.3% Chesham 4% and Chalfont St Peter 7.7% The village 
has an already over burdened infrastructure, with limited school places and health care facilities. Families already living 
in Little Chalfont village year on year face no catchment school place for their children and are having to transport their 
5 year old children out of catchment, often with siblings across several schools. As you can imagine this places severe 
personal stresses on these families and financial burdens as they ferry their children to different schools. The health 
care burden in Little Chalfont is constantly growing, with an ever increasing population from recent developments in 
and around the village (BELL LANE & DONKEY FIELD), Little Chalfont has accommodated many dwellings with more 
young families moving into the village and a large aging population all struggling to access health care of local GP 
surgeries and dentists. Parking and the road traffic through the village and surrounding country roads is becoming over 

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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Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

burdened, the areas CDC are proposing for development are in and around small country lanes which are already 
struggling to cope with the over spill from the main roads through residential lanes where children and old people are 
vulnerable to potential dangers of increased traffic and congestion causing a rise in car fumes and related pollution. 
The parking infrastructure in and around the village is already overwhelmed and this is especially so at the Chalfont and 
Latimer train station. If the CDC proposals were to go ahead the village could not support the increased capacity, 
especially around the Underground station. Our community facilities, village hall and library, small green spaces would 
all be under threat and over burdened and therefore the quality of the resources available to families and the large 
elderly population would deteriorate. The waste management already under pressure would also struggle to cope with 
the increase of refuge. Our recreation and sports facilities are also bending under the weight for demand and an 
increase in population will only add to this burden and restrict provision for children, families and adults to access to 
facilities that support a healthy active lifestyle. Given the increases in Obesity and mental health issues of our nations 
children and young people it is essential that we fight to retain and improve such facilities with a view of encouraging 
healthy habits for life long prevention of illness and drain on healthcare resources. Removing Green belt land and 
developing on our green spaces, goes against the recommendations from government for planning for a healthier, 
more active and outdoor lifestyle to combat stress and prevent physical and mental ill health. Threat of the entitlement 
of access to Green Belt protected countryside and ANOB: The Chiltern’s have 72% of the total ANOB and being close to 
London over 55 million people enjoy this essential and precious resource. It is imperative that we should continue to 
protect this essential resource and therefore all Green belt areas in Little Chalfont should be removed from being under 
threat for development. To lose open Green Belt land, we lose more than just a view, a space to run or play, an easy 
escape from the city or valuable farmland. We lose land that has its own identity and plays its own role in England’s 
heritage. 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. As part of our global plan of addressing global warming, we should be doing more to protect 
and use this land effectively. We should be planting more trees planted on this land and growing more food in the 
areas. Hence providing more local produce, which will help the environment again, by reducing food miles. The 
openness of Green Belt land needs to be cherished and protected permanently. That way, Green Belts will protect our 
countryside and help regenerate our cities.The law supports this: The five purposes of Green belt outlined in the 1954 
act should be upheld. 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 of the countryside”. And the Countryside and Rights of Way Act of 
2000 placed duty on public bodies ‘to have regard to the purpose of the AONB. I especially strongly oppose the release 
of green belt land in and around Little Chalfont especially areas 29 and 22, and question the assessment approach by 
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the CDC. These Green belt areas have suspiciously been sectioned into parcels 22A and 22B, a methodology, which 
appears to ease the progression of development of these protected areas. I seriously question the methodologies of 
the council’s evidence document in moving forward with this proposal, and would like to know from Chiltern District 
Council how and when the consultation on the Green Belt Review will be undertaken? The Chilterns have come under 
massive environmental destruction due to the HS2’s planned drive through the countryside and therefore the CDC 
needs to be mindful of overall destruction of our countryside and the proposed sprawl of London encroaching into 
Green Belt protected land. This is not just for us in Little Chalfont but for all UK citizens and the future rights of our 
children to being able to access Green spaces and clean air away from the city of London and large towns. Please value 
my concerns and act now to stop the deregulation of our Green Belt land and ANOB now.  

Rep3009 Mr 
Robert Gill 

I fully endorse the Chalfont St Giles Parish Councils position on this and submit their answers as those I believe, and 
want to submit as my own response please see attached. As a general comment, it is appropriate for the two Councils 
to consider, as a starting point for the purposes of plan strategy, the Housing Market Area in which Chiltern and South 
Bucks sit. This is important since housing markets are not defined by administrative boundaries but instead can, and 
often do, extend well beyond a district or borough boundary. Understanding the housing market area ensures that the 
Council can give due to consideration to the Duty to Co-Operate which is an important aspect for legal compliance and 
ensuring that the plan is positively prepared. It is noted at paragraph 2.3 of the Draft Local Plan that 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. Consequently, for legal compliance there is a requirement for each 
of these local authorities to consider the Duty to Co-Operate in meeting objectively assessed needs. Indeed, paragraph 
2.5 of the Draft Local Plan alludes to a Duty to Co-Operate between each of these Buckinghamshire authorities and this 
is endorsed. Blizzards Yard is unsuitable for development for several reasons: It is on the floodplain for the river 
Misbourne and has severely flooded on several occasions notably 2014 and 1999.  It is directly above the route of HS2 
and this is a safeguarded area. The effect on the village economy would be devastating if the car park was removed – 
the effect on the village businesses was severe when the car park was closed due to flooding in 2014. There are no 
alternative sites that have not been identified through the HELAA and as a matter of principle, the Parish Council would 
not support the development of open spaces, sports and leisure uses; or indeed other important land uses in the 
Village such as incidental landscaped areas, car parking or other areas of land which have been left open as a deliberate 
design response as part of the planned nature of the built up area. There is a great deal of detail omitted from the 
Vision and Objectives and it is appropriate for this detail to be added into future draft versions of the Local Plan. A 
useful approach would be to add in the sustainability objectives set out within the Sustainability Appraisal since this will 
ensure that the Vision and Objectives of the Local Plan are consistent with the Sustainability Appraisal which underpins 

 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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it; there can, as a consequence, be no criticism that there is inconsistency between the evidence base and the plan 
itself. If this approach were adopted, it would be useful for each of the Sustainability Appraisal objectives to include a 
short paragraph setting out why the objectives are in place and what they are seeking to achieve. This is helpful since it 
will enable performance of the plan to be assessed as to whether the Objectives are being met. This is useful since the 
NPPF is clear that the Plan should be able to deal with rapid change, testing plan performance against the objectives is 
one helpful benchmark for assessing whether the plan is failing and whether it should be amended through a partial or 
full review to deal with issues identified. This approach is therefore forward looking and seeking to positively deal with 
issues. So far as the Objectives themselves, we would wholly endorse the need to protect the Green Belt and the 
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty since these are fundamental principles of the planning system which have 
been enshrined within local policy for a considerable period of time and, importantly, the NPPF provides full protection 
for these land use designations. As such, objectives which protect the Green Belt and AONB would ensure that the plan 
is consistent with National Policy which is one of the four tests for soundness. As will be set out in later submissions the 
need to deliver development and protect the Green Belt and AONB can be mutually compatible. This is on the basis of 
looking at delivering development in the wider Housing Market Area which could include delivering development in the 
neighbouring Aylesbury Vale on land outside of Green Belt and AONB which would be an inherently sustainable 
approach to delivering development. The Plan would be positively prepared in taking this approach and would be 
justified since it would be delivering the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives. It is appropriate for the Plan, at this early stage, to consider a range of options for delivering development. 
The starting point for considering the appropriateness of the options is the evidence base underpinning the plan. In this 
respect the HELAA is a key component since it identifies what land is available for delivering housing and other 
development needs in the period to 2036. In this respect it is firstly necessary to recognise that the overall quantum of 
land available for development falls short of what the Council consider to be the full, objectively assessed housing 
needs; and secondly, of the land set out within the HELAA, a number of the sites are undeliverable, cannot be delivered 
early in the plan period (and such the plan would fail the NPPF requirement for boosting the supply of housing now) or 
are sites which would not meet the test of sustainability as set out at paragraph 7 to the NPPF (the economic, social 
and environmental roles). This further reduces the deliverable supply of housing and employment land which in turn 
further limits the appropriateness of a number of the options put forward at paragraph 4.7 of the plan. With this in 
mind, it is considered that Option A (making more efficient and effective use of land within existing built up areas such 
as increasing building density or height), Option B (testing of the scope to increase development opportunities by 
reviewing the purpose and function of existing areas of special control), Option C, D and E (built up area extensions to a 
range of settlements), Option F (review of settlements within the Green Belt with a view to removing larger 
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settlements to explore development potential), Option G (a detailed review of the inner Green Belt boundaries 
including small scale release), Option H (allowing limited in-fill within villages and generally built up frontages within 
the Green Belt), Option I (extensions to other settlements such as the larger villages); Option J (additional sustainable 
growth options in built up areas) and Option K (specifically to help meet office, warehousing and industrial employment 
needs) will individually fall well short of the Councils presently identified full, objectively assessed development needs 
such that the plan will not be positively prepared. A combination of the above Options would achieve more 
development potential; however it is fundamental to understand that even if all of the deliverable sites in the HELAA 
were to come forward, there would be a significant shortfall in the quantum of development to be delivered to 2036 
when considered against the objectively assessed needs set out by the Councils. Consequently, the two Councils face a 
significant challenge; the response to the challenge needs to be, in our view, a radical departure from simple additions 
to existing settlements and/or intensifying urban areas. Our approach would be to engage the Duty to Co-Operate and 
pursue discussions with neighbouring authorities to deliver housing and other needs outside the Chiltern and South 
Bucks administrative boundaries. The Draft Local Plan makes reference to discussions already taking place with 
neighbouring authorities, and indeed it is noted that the two Councils 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 and is capable of accommodating significant quantities of additional growth within 
one or more sustainable urban extensions; whilst Haddenham is similarly not fettered by Green Belt or AONB and nor is 
Aston Clinton, both of which are larger settlements which are capable of accommodating growth in a sustainable 
manner. 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. We 
are fundamentally opposed to building on land between settlements that would result in villages effectively merging. 
As set out above, the starting point for considering options is the extent to which deliverable land is available to meet 
development needs in the areas identified in the Options. It is clear, for example in respect of Option E (built area 
extensions to a wider range of settlements including Chalfont St Giles) 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, which in themselves are challenging for local 
communities to contemplate, are not appropriate in this instance given the scale of development the Councils consider 
is required and the constraints imposed by Green Belt and AONB in largely rural local authorities. The responses to 
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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, delivery considerations and ensuring that sustainable development is 
achieved could mean that there are unmet needs that cannot be planned for in the Joint Plan. We would go further, 
highlighting that evidence set out in HELAA indicates not just that unmet needs may not be planned for in the Joint 
Plan, but instead it is absolutely clear that development requirements cannot, as a matter of fact, be planned for in the 
Joint Plan. It is for this reason, based on the Councils proportionate evidence, we propose that neighbouring authorities 
deliver significant quantities of the Councils housing and other needs in the period to 2036 through the Duty to Co-
Operate. It is recognised there is an acute affordable housing across the two Councils. This is not unique to this area, it 
is a nationwide issue. Providing affordable housing as a percentage of open market housing schemes is the primary 
mechanism for delivering affordable housing. It is important that an appropriate threshold (in terms of site size and 
number of units) is applied, and that the percentage of affordable housing ensures that housing sites are deliverable 
whilst making a meaningful contribution to affordable housing provision. It is unrealistic for the Plan to 2036 to address 
an affordable need which has been in play for many decades. Consequently, it would not be appropriate to increase 
the overall housing target to seek to meet affordable housing needs which would be expressed as a percentage of each 
housing site; to do so would perpetuate an already challenging situation in seeking to meet development needs. This 
situation is not unique to these authorities and we are not aware of any other plans in other authorities where the 
overall housing target has been increased to seek to deal with the affordable need in the forthcoming plan period. 
There are alternative ways to deliver affordable housing. The Council can be clear on an exceptions policy which could 
allow small scale affordable housing on individual sites either within or adjoining the built up area. So far as the 
quantum of affordable housing to be delivered off each development site, it is clearly the case that larger sustainable 
urban extensions are more viable propositions than smaller sites, not least since land values on significant tracts of 
agricultural land are lower than existing use values in urban areas. Consequently, it is considered that delivering 
significant quantities of housing on non-Green Belt sustainable urban extensions as part of the Duty to Co-Operate is 
capable of delivering greater quantities of affordable housing than other options available to the Councils. Chalfont St 
Giles Parish Council believe that social housing should remain within the social sector and not be released into the 
private sector. The most sustainable option which would reinforce social cohesion in existing Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling Showpeople communities would be to seek 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. We 
would support the need to deliver a range of housing needs meeting the full range of demographics across the plan 
area. This is an approach 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 
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(such as older people and people with disabilities). The HEDNA sets out that there is a need for specialist 
accommodation; it is appropriate and indeed necessary for this need to be met wherever possible. We do see a need 
for sheltered /assisted living accommodation in Chalfont St Giles. 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. It is important that the full range of heritage assets are considered. Traditionally this has 
related to Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings, consideration should also be given to Scheduled Monuments, 
Registered Parks and Gardens, World Heritage Sites together with below ground assets and land form features such as 
ridge and furrow. Any previously undeveloped land should be subject to archaeological survey prior to any work being 
undertaken The setting to designated and undesignated heritage assets should also be given protection. 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: � 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). � The Rectory - also Georgian Regency and former home to many of the Rectors whose names are 
listed in Chalfont St Giles Parish Church. � Chalfont Grove � The Grade 2 listed Granary on Bottom House Farm Lane � 
The Captain Cook monument off Vache Lane, � Stonewells Farm in Deanway - known to be the oldest house in the 
village � The Parish Church - medieval with wall paintings � Deanway United Church � Miltons Cottage - former home 
of John Milton and housing a museum � The buildings in Jordans associated with The Quaker Movement � The old Mill 
cottage on Mill Lane by the ford - has a history going back to the 1600's � The ford in Mill Lane � 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 century were built of red bricks which were hand-made there from clay dug at the nearby quarry � The 
infant school - great example of a Victorian village school attended by many people still living locally � The alms houses 
(Jubilee Homes) in School Lane � 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 � Bierton House, 30 Deanway, one of a pair of 
properties of historical significance to the village. � A Roman road that runs through the village see route in green: � 
Bowstridge Farm and associated barns � Hill Cottage and associated barn River Misbourne and the fields between 
Chalfont St Giles and Chalfont St Peter South Bucks Way Green Infrastructure and a rare example of a chalk stream 
http://www.chilternsaonb.org/uploads/files/CCSP/misbourne_awareness_web.pdf 
http://www.buckscc.gov.uk/media/951368/SouthBucks.pdf Greenbelt Area 32a and 41b Home to abundant wildllife 
and are in the AONB. Much of theland is also currently safeguarded by HS2 Ltd. These areas are historic areas on the 

http://www.chilternsaonb.org/uploads/files/CCSP/misbourne_awareness_web.pdf
http://www.buckscc.gov.uk/medi
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fringes of an historic settlement. Bowstridge Lane Playing Fields Green Infrastructure Back Lane Allotments Green 
Infrastructure Silver Hill Green Infrastructure The Village Green and pond Green Infrastructure Jordans Village Green 
Green Infrastructure Oaklands Golf Club Green Infrastructure Harewood Downs Golf Club Green Infrastructure Public 
rights of way Green Infrastructure Dewpond between Stone Meadow and Silsden Meadow Green Infrastructure 
Shakman Field at the rear of the Memorial Hall in School Lane - left in trust for use of the First School Green 
Infrastructure The green space in Narcot Road – crescent shaped with houses around – developmental design feature 
Green Infrastructure The green space outside William Shakman House on Bottrells Lane - provides open space outside 
this housing for the elderly that sets it back from the road. Green Infrastructure The Parish Plan and Market Town 
Healthcheck Action Plan 2008. http://www.chalfontstgiles.org.uk/MTHC/MTHCActionPlan.doc The Vision for Chalfont 
St Giles in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan, this is to be found on pg 21, paragraph 5.11 of the local core 
strategy adopted November 2011. http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=1199&p=0 The Chalfont St Giles 
neighbourhood plan which is still being drafted and subject to referendum. Jordans Village neighbourhood plan. We 
reserve the right to comment upon the precise wording of policies in due course and, dependant on the Councils 
approach to policy drafting, we may at that time propose additional policies outside of the scope as presented in 
Appendix 7 to this Draft Local Plan. 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. Given 
that, in our view, the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study is a key component of the evidence base underpinning 
the Local Plan, the overall plan strategy should reflect the difficulties of delivering development in Chalfont St Giles and 
consider alternative means to delivering necessary development growth. It is in part for this reason that we are 
proposing that the Councils pursue the Duty to Co-operate which is already the subject of consideration. We strongly 
believe that CIL should be fed back into the affected areas. We would raise a key issue in respect of process. The Parish 
Council is a key stakeholder in the preparation of the Local Plan and 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. This we have tried to do. However the short time scale, complexity and sheer quantity of 
material on which to comment has made it almost impossible for them to consult widely and we fear that many people 
with genuine opinions and concerns may have been disenfranchised. We would request that workshops are arranged in 
order that stakeholders such as the Parish Council have a genuine opportunity to inform the plan making process and it 
is not left to the statutory consultation stages for representations to be made. We firmly believe that the parish of 
Chalfont St Giles should be included as an “Area of Little Change” as described in the Core Strategy for Chiltern District 
adopted 15 November 2011 paragraph 21: “Within the main built-up areas of the District there are areas of the 
settlements where the Council would not expect to see much change. These areas will be defined in the Delivery DPD. 

http://www.chalfontstgiles.org.uk/MTHC/MTHCActionPlan.doc
http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=1199&p=0
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These areas have an established character and often a spacious layout with established planting forming a green 
appearance to the street scene. Within them, the Council would expect development, including extensions, to: � 
Maintain and/or improve local character; Be well integrated with, and complement, the neighbouring buildings and 
local area; Protect the historic environment; Be of an appropriate scale - the size and design and external appearance 
of any new development should be compatible with the character of existing dwellings in the vicinity of the 
development site; Exhibit a density which respects surrounding development; � Have a layout which is in line with the 
surrounding area - any new plots should be similar in size and width to those in the vicinity of the site and the position 
of any proposed dwelling on the plot and spacing between dwellings should match the prevailing character of 
development in the area; Have access taken from an existing road fronting the proposed plot allowing the building line 
to the existing road to be maintained; � Retain features such as established landscaping which are important in the 
local street scene and which should be maintained and or enhanced in any development proposal.” 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. We feel that this land (currently under Green Belt protection) should have extra protection applied on it that 
binds Chiltern District Council and/or future owners to protect it for the good of Chalfont St Giles and to never allow 
development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial buildings or offices. This land 
is recognised as An Area of National Interest and key to our Green Infrastructure containing a rare chalk stream, 
wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 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." 

Rep3010 
Louise Gill 
Chalfont St 
Giles Parish 
Council 

Please refer to the Chalfont St Giles Parish Council as the record of my views. As a general comment, it is appropriate 
for the two Councils to consider, as a starting point for the purposes of plan strategy, the Housing Market Area in which 
Chiltern and South Bucks sit. This is important since housing markets are not defined by administrative boundaries but 
instead can, and often do, extend well beyond a district or borough boundary. Understanding the housing market area 
ensures that the Council can give due to consideration to the Duty to Co-Operate which is an important aspect for legal 
compliance and ensuring that the plan is positively prepared. It is noted at paragraph 2.3 of the Draft Local Plan that 
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. Consequently, for legal compliance there is a 
requirement for each of these local authorities to consider the Duty to Co-Operate in meeting objectively assessed 
needs. Indeed, paragraph 2.5 of the Draft Local Plan alludes to a Duty to Co-Operate between each of these 
Buckinghamshire authorities and this is endorsed. Blizzards Yard is unsuitable for development for several reasons: It 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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on the floodplain for the river Misbourne and has severely flooded on several occasions notably 2014 and 1999. It is 
directly above the route of HS2 and this is a safeguarded area. � The effect on the village economy would be 
devastating if the car park was removed – the effect on the village businesses was severe when the car park was closed 
due to flooding in 2014. There are no alternative sites that have not been identified through the HELAA and as a matter 
of principle, the Parish Council would not support the development of open spaces, sports and leisure uses; or indeed 
other important land uses in the Village such as incidental landscaped areas, car parking or other areas of land which 
have been left open as a deliberate design response as part of the planned nature of the built up area. There is a great 
deal of detail omitted from the Vision and Objectives and it is appropriate for this detail to be added into future draft 
versions of the Local Plan. A useful approach would be to add in the sustainability objectives set out within the 
Sustainability Appraisal since this will ensure that the Vision and Objectives of the Local Plan are consistent with the 
Sustainability Appraisal which underpins it; there can, as a consequence, be no criticism that there is inconsistency 
between the evidence base and the plan itself. If this approach were adopted, it would be useful for each of the 
Sustainability Appraisal objectives to include a short paragraph setting out why the objectives are in place and what 
they are seeking to achieve. This is helpful since it will enable performance of the plan to be assessed as to whether the 
Objectives are being met. This is useful since the NPPF is clear that the Plan should be able to deal with rapid change, 
testing plan performance against the objectives is one helpful benchmark for assessing whether the plan is failing and 
whether it should be amended through a partial or full review to deal with issues identified. This approach is therefore 
forward looking and seeking to positively deal with issues. So far as the Objectives themselves, we would wholly 
endorse the need to protect the Green Belt and the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty since these are 
fundamental principles of the planning system which have been enshrined within local policy for a considerable period 
of time and, importantly, the NPPF provides full protection for these land use designations. As such, objectives which 
protect the Green Belt and AONB would ensure that the plan is consistent with National Policy which is one of the four 
tests for soundness. As will be set out in later submissions the need to deliver development and protect the Green Belt 
and AONB can be mutually compatible. This is on the basis of looking at delivering development in the wider Housing 
Market Area which could include delivering development in the neighbouring Aylesbury Vale on land outside of Green 
Belt and AONB which would be an inherently sustainable approach to delivering development. The Plan would be 
positively prepared in taking this approach and would be justified since it would be delivering the most appropriate 
strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives. It is appropriate for the Plan, at this early stage, to 
consider a range of options for delivering development. The starting point for considering the appropriateness of the 
options is the evidence base underpinning the plan. In this respect the HELAA is a key component since it identifies 
what land is available for delivering housing and other development needs in the period to 2036. In this respect it is 
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firstly necessary to recognise that the overall quantum of land available for development falls short of what the Council 
consider to be the full, objectively assessed housing needs; and secondly, of the land set out within the HELAA, a 
number of the sites are undeliverable, cannot be delivered early in the plan period (and such the plan would fail the 
NPPF requirement for boosting the supply of housing now) or are sites which would not meet the test of sustainability 
as set out at paragraph 7 to the NPPF (the economic, social and environmental roles). This further reduces the 
deliverable supply of housing and employment land which in turn further limits the appropriateness of a number of the 
options put forward at paragraph 4.7 of the plan. With this in mind, it is considered that Option A (making more 
efficient and effective use of land within existing built up areas such as increasing building density or height), Option B 
(testing of the scope to increase development opportunities by reviewing the purpose and function of existing areas of 
special control), Option C, D and E (built up area extensions to a range of settlements), Option F (review of settlements 
within the Green Belt with a view to removing larger settlements to explore development potential), Option G (a 
detailed review of the inner Green Belt boundaries including small scale release), Option H (allowing limited in-fill 
within villages and generally built up frontages within the Green Belt), Option I (extensions to other settlements such as 
the larger villages); Option J (additional sustainable growth options in built up areas) and Option K (specifically to help 
meet office, warehousing and industrial employment needs) will individually fall well short of the Councils presently 
identified full, objectively assessed development needs such that the plan will not be positively prepared. A 
combination of the above Options would achieve more development potential; however it is fundamental to 
understand that even if all of the deliverable sites in the HELAA were to come forward, there would be a significant 
shortfall in the quantum of development to be delivered to 2036 when considered against the objectively assessed 
needs set out by the Councils. Consequently, the two Councils face a significant challenge; the response to the 
challenge needs to be, in our view, a radical departure from simple additions to existing settlements and/or intensifying 
urban areas. Our approach would be to engage the Duty to Co-Operate and pursue discussions with neighbouring 
authorities to deliver housing and other needs outside the Chiltern and South Bucks administrative boundaries. The 
Draft Local Plan makes reference to discussions already taking place with neighbouring authorities, and indeed it is 
noted that the two Councils 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 and is capable of 
accommodating significant quantities of additional growth within one or more sustainable urban extensions; whilst 
Haddenham is similarly not fettered by Green Belt or AONB and nor is Aston Clinton, both of which are larger 
settlements which are capable of accommodating growth in a sustainable manner. Given that the NPPF affords full 
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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. We are fundamentally opposed to 
building on land between settlements that would result in villages effectively merging. As set out above, the starting 
point for considering options is the extent to which deliverable land is available to meet development needs in the 
areas identified in the Options. It is clear, for example in respect of Option E (built area extensions to a wider range of 
settlements including Chalfont St Giles) 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, which in themselves are challenging for local communities to contemplate, 
are not appropriate in this instance given the scale of development the Councils consider is required and the 
constraints imposed by Green Belt and AONB in largely rural local authorities. 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, delivery considerations and ensuring that sustainable development is achieved could mean that 
there are unmet needs that cannot be planned for in the Joint Plan. We would go further, highlighting that evidence set 
out in HELAA indicates not just that unmet needs may not be planned for in the Joint Plan, but instead it is absolutely 
clear that development requirements cannot, as a matter of fact, be planned for in the Joint Plan. It is for this reason, 
based on the Councils proportionate evidence, we propose that neighbouring authorities deliver significant quantities 
of the Councils housing and other needs in the period to 2036 through the Duty to Co-Operate. It is recognised there is 
an acute affordable housing across the two Councils. This is not unique to this area, it is a nationwide issue. Providing 
affordable housing as a percentage of open market housing schemes is the primary mechanism for delivering 
affordable housing. It is important that an appropriate threshold (in terms of site size and number of units) is applied, 
and that the percentage of affordable housing ensures that housing sites are deliverable whilst making a meaningful 
contribution to affordable housing provision. It is unrealistic for the Plan to 2036 to address an affordable need which 
has been in play for many decades. Consequently, it would not be appropriate to increase the overall housing target to 
seek to meet affordable housing needs which would be expressed as a percentage of each housing site; to do so would 
perpetuate an already challenging situation in seeking to meet development needs. This situation is not unique to 
these authorities and we are not aware of any other plans in other authorities where the overall housing target has 
been increased to seek to deal with the affordable need in the forthcoming plan period. There are alternative ways to 
deliver affordable housing. The Council can be clear on an exceptions policy which could allow small scale affordable 
housing on individual sites either within or adjoining the built up area. So far as the quantum of affordable housing to 
be delivered off each development site, it is clearly the case that larger sustainable urban extensions are more viable 
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propositions than smaller sites, not least since land values on significant tracts of agricultural land are lower than 
existing use values in urban areas. Consequently, it is considered that delivering significant quantities of housing on 
non-Green Belt sustainable urban extensions as part of the Duty to Co-Operate is capable of delivering greater 
quantities of affordable housing than other options available to the Councils. Chalfont St Giles Parish Council believe 
that social housing should remain within the social sector and not be released into the private sector. The most 
sustainable option which would reinforce social cohesion in existing Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
communities would be to seek 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. We would support the need 
to deliver a range of housing needs meeting the full range of demographics across the plan area. This is an approach 
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 HEDNA sets out that there is a need for specialist accommodation; it is appropriate and 
indeed necessary for this need to be met wherever possible. We do see a need for sheltered /assisted living 
accommodation in Chalfont St Giles. 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. It is 
important that the full range of heritage assets are considered. Traditionally this has related to Conservation Areas and 
Listed Buildings, consideration should also be given to Scheduled Monuments, Registered Parks and Gardens, World 
Heritage Sites together with below ground assets and land form features such as ridge and furrow. Any previously 
undeveloped land should be subject to archaeological survey prior to any work being undertaken The setting to 
designated and undesignated heritage assets should also be given protection. 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: � 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). � 
The Rectory - also Georgian Regency and former home to many of the Rectors whose names are listed in Chalfont St 
Giles Parish Church. � Chalfont Grove � The Grade 2 listed Granary on Bottom House Farm Lane � The Captain Cook 
monument off Vache Lane, � Stonewells Farm in Deanway - known to be the oldest house in the village � The Parish 
Church - medieval with wall paintings � Deanway United Church � Miltons Cottage - former home of John Milton and 
housing a museum � The buildings in Jordans associated with The Quaker Movement � The old Mill cottage on Mill 
Lane by the ford - has a history going back to the 1600's � The ford in Mill Lane � The brick kiln near Kiln Cottage on 
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Bottrells Lane - last remaining evidence of local brick making - most local houses built at the turn of the 19th/20th 
century were built of red bricks which were hand-made there from clay dug at the nearby quarry � The infant school - 
great example of a Victorian village school attended by many people still living locally � The alms houses (Jubilee 
Homes) in School Lane � 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 � Bierton House, 30 Deanway, one of a pair of properties 
of historical significance to the village. � A Roman road that runs through the village see route in green: � Bowstridge 
Farm and associated barns � Hill Cottage and associated barn River Misbourne and the fields between Chalfont St Giles 
and Chalfont St Peter South Bucks Way Green Infrastructure and a rare example of a chalk stream 
http://www.chilternsaonb.org/uploads/files/CCSP/misbourne_awareness_web.pdf 
http://www.buckscc.gov.uk/media/951368/SouthBucks.pdf Greenbelt Area 32a and 41b Home to abundant wildllife 
and are in the AONB. Much of theland is also currently safeguarded by HS2 Ltd. These areas are historic areas on the 
fringes of an historic settlement. Bowstridge Lane Playing Fields Green Infrastructure Back Lane Allotments Green 
Infrastructure Silver Hill Green Infrastructure The Village Green and pond Green Infrastructure Jordans Village Green 
Green Infrastructure Oaklands Golf Club Green Infrastructure Harewood Downs Golf Club Green Infrastructure Public 
rights of way Green Infrastructure Dewpond between Stone Meadow and Silsden Meadow Green Infrastructure 
Shakman Field at the rear of the Memorial Hall in School Lane - left in trust for use of the First School Green 
Infrastructure The green space in Narcot Road – crescent shaped with houses around – developmental design feature 
Green Infrastructure The green space outside William Shakman House on Bottrells Lane - provides open space outside 
this housing for the elderly that sets it back from the road. Green Infrastructure The Parish Plan and Market Town 
Healthcheck Action Plan 2008. http://www.chalfontstgiles.org.uk/MTHC/MTHCActionPlan.doc The Vision for Chalfont 
St Giles in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan, this is to be found on pg 21, paragraph 5.11 of the local core 
strategy adopted November 2011. http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=1199&p=0 The Chalfont St Giles 
neighbourhood plan which is still being drafted and subject to referendum. Jordans Village neighbourhood plan. We 
reserve the right to comment upon the precise wording of policies in due course and, dependant on the Councils 
approach to policy drafting, we may at that time propose additional policies outside of the scope as presented in 
Appendix 7 to this Draft Local Plan. 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. Given 
that, in our view, the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study is a key component of the evidence base underpinning 
the Local Plan, the overall plan strategy should reflect the difficulties of delivering development in Chalfont St Giles and 
consider alternative means to delivering necessary development growth. It is in part for this reason that we are 
proposing that the Councils pursue the Duty to Co-operate which is already the subject of consideration. We strongly 

http://www.chilternsaonb.org/uploads/files/CCSP/misbourne_awareness_web.pdf
http://www.buckscc.gov.uk/medi
http://www.chalfontstgiles.org.uk/MTHC/MTHCActionPlan.doc
http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=1199&p=0
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believe that CIL should be fed back into the affected areas. We would raise a key issue in respect of process. The Parish 
Council is a key stakeholder in the preparation of the Local Plan and 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. This we have tried to do. However the short time scale, complexity and sheer quantity of 
material on which to comment has made it almost impossible for them to consult widely and we fear that many people 
with genuine opinions and concerns may have been disenfranchised. We would request that workshops are arranged in 
order that stakeholders such as the Parish Council have a genuine opportunity to inform the plan making process and it 
is not left to the statutory consultation stages for representations to be made. We firmly believe that the parish of 
Chalfont St Giles should be included as an “Area of Little Change” as described in the Core Strategy for Chiltern District 
adopted 15 November 2011 paragraph 21: “Within the main built-up areas of the District there are areas of the 
settlements where the Council would not expect to see much change. These areas will be defined in the Delivery DPD. 
These areas have an established character and often a spacious layout with established planting forming a green 
appearance to the street scene. Within them, the Council would expect development, including extensions, to: � 
Maintain and/or improve local character; � Be well integrated with, and complement, the neighbouring buildings and 
local area; � Protect the historic environment; � Be of an appropriate scale - the size and design and external 
appearance of any new development should be compatible with the character of existing dwellings in the vicinity of the 
development site; � Exhibit a density which respects surrounding development; � Have a layout which is in line with the 
surrounding area - any new plots should be similar in size and width to those in the vicinity of the site and the position 
of any proposed dwelling on the plot and spacing between dwellings should match the prevailing character of 
development in the area; � Have access taken from an existing road fronting the proposed plot allowing the building 
line to the existing road to be maintained; � Retain features such as established landscaping which are important in the 
local street scene and which should be maintained and or enhanced in any development proposal.” 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. We feel that this land (currently under Green Belt protection) should have extra protection applied on it that 
binds Chiltern District Council and/or future owners to protect it for the good of Chalfont St Giles and to never allow 
development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial buildings or offices. This land 
is recognised as An Area of National Interest and key to our Green Infrastructure containing a rare chalk stream, 
wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 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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Rep3011 
James Brown 

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 for the following reasons: 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. 

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.  

Rep3013 Paul 
Vaughan 
Rep3014 Mrs 
Dawn Hunter 
Rep3018 Riya 
Patel Rep3019 
Sarika Patel 
Rep3024 
Shreya Patel 

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) Recent and current developments are already 
putting a strain on local and regional services and any new housing estates would severely overload the local 
infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, schools, healthcare, water and waste 
management. Where would the additional support services be built? 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 

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          

19 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

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. 

Rep3015 Abby 
Nicholls 

I am responding to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. I am a student teacher training at the university of 
Chichester. I do not think it is necessary to ruin Green belt land to make affordable housing that won’t be affordable for 
people like me. I do not think it is appropriate to release the Greenbelt for any type of planning. 

  

Rep3016 
Sandra Funk 

I object to the classification of Little Chalfont as a main settlement for growth. This is not justified by evidence, is 
neither tenable nor viable and is emphatically against the expressed opinion and interests of the local population. The 
presence, in isolation, of a rail and tube station, cannot direct planning policy without taking all other factors into 
account and, in the case of Little Chalfont, all the evidence shows that further expansion could not be achieved. Little 
Chalfont has already accommodated highly disproportionate development and the infrastructure of the community is 
insufficient to permit further large scale development. Train services are frequently over-crowded and unsafe at peak 
times, congestion on the A404 is severe and will worsen further in any event, from development in surrounding 
settlements (e.g. Newland Park). There would also be adverse impacts on education and doctors services, which are 
already oversubscribed and insufficient to service the existing community. The argument for release of sites from 
Green Belt designation is also faulty, and not supported by expert agencies such as the Environment Agency and 
Natural England - not to overlook the fact that it would be contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework. In 
particular the boundaries of the sites shown for testing are not durable and represent merging of parcels of land with 
no rationale. Furthermore, the designation of these parcels of land is not evidence based or even explained. The AONB 
status of much of the Green Belt land, and adjacent AONB land, is not considered, which is of major importance to the 
District and to Little Chalfont in particular. There is a suggestion that sites that that do not appear to be sustainable 
could be made so by developing them, which flies in the face of all logic and reason. I am totally against any release of 
the Green Belt and AONB, all of which should be retained for future generations. I urge the Council to consider the 
evidence and wishes of the community and to reconsider placing an unsustainable and disproportionate burden on this 
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.  
 
The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites.  

Rep3017 Mr 
Robert Jones 

I am writing as a concerned resident living in Chalfont St. Peter who has lived in the village for over 60 years and have in 
depth knowledge of the areas that the consultation on the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan covers. My response 

  The councils consider that 
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covers several areas of the Consultation and is set out below in no particular order of importance. EVIDENCE BASE 
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 urban 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 sprawling from 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 that 
it should score at least 4+ or 5 rather than 3+, which appears arbitrarily low. I 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 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 confirms 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. I totally disagree with the scoring for purpose 4, which is nonsensical. 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 I have no other 
comment. Parcel 44a Again this parcel of land is within the Colne Valley Park which should increase its scoring. Parcel 
44b 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. Parcel 57b No comment. Sustainability Appraisal It appears to me 
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 

options in the Green Belt need 

to be considered in addition to 

the opportunities that are 

available on brownfield sites. 
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high. This needs to be corrected. 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 I 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 through the narrow lanes to create congestion on the A413 which is already significant 
at certain times throughout the day particularly during the school runs and the rush hours. 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, even fewer at weekends and after 6pm there is very few buses at all. There is 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 to be car dependent. People wanting to travel to join the M25, M1or A412 would need 
a car as there is no bus service and the roads are narrow and dangerous. 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 me to be 
silly 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 attempt 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 I agree that unused employment sites, particularly unoccupied offices unused for over 10 years, could be 
considered for alternative use rather than remain employment sites. I 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 
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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) but it is clear and I think certain that irreversable environmental damage will result from development 
on this site. I 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. I 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 sustainability. I agree with the assessment in paragraph 3.10.8 that the site has limited access to 
health and recreational opportunities. Indeed it is my contention that the site should be retained for healthcare and 
recreational use with some employment land to support such use. Part of the site falls within the HS2 Safeguarded 
Area meaning that development is unlikely to be achievable within the timeframe even if it is suitable – which I 
consider 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. The nearerst A&E 
Department is at Wexham Park Hospital 12.2km away. 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 other 
items that pose a health risk. 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. 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 
queuing at peak periods. These narrow lanes are often used as rat runs to avoid congestion the purpose for which they 
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were not designed and are not capable of handling. During school times and rush hours there is severe congestion 
through Chalfont St. Peter as people try to cross or join the A413. 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. LOCAL PLAN QUESTIONS Question 1 – Comment on HEDNA I believe it is of fundamental importance that CDC 
adheres to the Duty to Co-Operate and it seems to me that CDC should look to meet with other local councils including 
Wycombe, Aylesbury and Hertfordshire to agree that some of the housing needs currently allocated towards the 
Chiltern District can be met elsewhere. There should be a discussion with Aylesbury Vale to take half the allocation of 
the District as a whole and this is something I 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 would like it 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 I 
will comment on some of the specific sites below. However, I 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 applied to other sites 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 
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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. I 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 so any development should be for C2 use only 
and not exceed the existing footprint. I restate that 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 homes. Site CD132 could be considered for green belt release subject to certain 
conditions and I believe this should be taken further to the next stage. Site CD169 has been rejected as a well 
performing designated employment site so I maintain that this consistency of approach should be maintained in 
relation to land at the Epilepsy Society site and elsewhere. Site CD291 and CD292 I 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 e.g. CD33 parts of which may be acceptable for development. Question 3 
– Additional Sites I 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 I 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. I 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 I would hope this question can be discussed and consulted 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 me 
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 
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Options Generally the options are difficult to understand and contain elements within the same question which evoke a 
given response i.e. part of an option might be acceptable whilst another 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 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 take into consideration 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 good bus services. Accordingly I 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 
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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. 
There are also a number of employment sites (mainly unused offices) in the centre of Chalfont St. Peter that 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 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, medical facilities and employment 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 
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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. 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, e.g. 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 Club). It is clear that the Epilepsy 
Society site, in scoring very highly in the green belt review and fulfiling 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. I 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 right of way alongside the River Misbourne from the Village Centre, across 
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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 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. This 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, 
Squash 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 forever. 
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 My 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 
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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 e.g. Little Chalfont, Amersham, Chesham and even to some extent the centre of Gerrards Cross which 
has a rail station. I contend that larger sustainable urban extensions provide viable propositions for affordable housing. 
It is highly likely to be the case that significant quantities of affordable housing can be built on non green belt 
sustainable urban extensions as part of the Duty to Co-Operate and 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 I 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. I would not support any increase in provision in Chalfont 
St Peter. Such sites should be more evenly distributed throughout the district as a whole. Question 10 – Elderly 
accommodation needs I 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 my view that 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, or have otherwise 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 
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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 for people 
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. Question 15 – Scope of Policies No comment at this stage. Question 16 – Infrastructure No 
detailed comments at this stage save that it is clear in respect of Chalfont St Peter that there are significant constraints 
in relation to infrastructure delivery for all of the reasons mentioned throughout our response. Question 17 – Other 
Points In my opinion the Local Plan can only be delivered with full and proper consultation with local residents and 
stakeholder groups. The timeframe for this consultation whilst in line with statute is woefully short. These are difficult 
areas and require careful consideration. I strongly urge that CDC consult with Chalfont St Peter Parish Council and 
SENSE (who have informed with local residents of this consultation) over the coming months to test fully the 
deliverability and content of the Local Plan and to enable them on behalf of residents to elaborate further on my 
answers set out in this response. It is not sufficient to leave consultation only to the statutory consultation stages. I 
would wish that SENSE should be permitted to make representations throughout all stages of the Local Plan process. 
The NPFF requires proper engagement and collaboration with neighbours, local organisations and businesses. It is 
essential that further and fuller co-operation and consultation with local stake holders is carried out. Consultation only 
within limited defined consultation stages is inadequate. Finally, I am concerned that CDC and its officers might have a 
clear conflict of interest as a number of the sites proposed for removal from the green belt are owned by CDC. How is 
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this being objectively assessed? How is the clear conflict of interest being dealt with? Any land being removed from the 
green belt would clearly result in a 'windfall' profit for CDC from the ensuing development. Please could you 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 could you confirm this legislation will be complied with, and 
how it will be complied with. In conclusion I would wish that CDC collaborates with Chalfont St Peter Parish Council, 
SENSE and all local authorities throughout all stages of the process to assist in identifying the most appropriate and 
sustainable solutions in meeting the district’s long term housing and development needs. 

Rep3020 
Caitlin Duggan 

I write to express my concern at the proposed house building expansion in little Chalfont. I am the deputy Head Girl at 
Dr Challoners High School in Little Chalfont with particular responsibility for Community Development. I have been a 
resident of Little Chalfont my whole life and, I have noticed in recent years the increased pressure on local 
infrastructure which has had an impact on the community. In my view this is attributable to the increase in population; 
a real example of this is the increase in vehicular traffic in and around the village. In my walk to school I and my fellow 
pupils are constantly encountering gridlocked traffic through the village pumping out noxious gases poisoning and 
endangering children crossing these roads. This is compounded by indiscriminate and the dangerous parking of vehicles 
on the footway. I estimate that currently up to 1200 children a day face these dangers walking either DCHS or Little 
Chalfont Primary School (LCPS). An increase in the population will increase the traffic levels and the number of children 
attending school and as a consequence increase the risk to these children. I would submit any increase in housing 
would need a radical re-structuring of the village to the extent pedestrianisation would be the only answer to decrease 
the potential risk to pedestrians. This would also necessitate the re-routing of traffic from the village. Another example 
of the proliferation of vehicles due to a population increase is the establishment of a nursery at LCPS. This has led to a 
significant increase in vehicles using Oakington Avenue, a narrow residential street. This compounds the already 
unacceptable level of traffic and parked vehicles whose drivers are attending LCPS. Abuse of parking restrictions and 
thoughtless and dangerous parking are prevalent. Some of my neighbours feel frightened to leave their homes due to 
the parking and increased traffic levels. Any increase in population will again increase the pressure on the schools and 
surrounding areas, unless there is a radical re-think on how to tackle traffic levels. I would suggest any future 
development would necessitate the building of additional schools. On a purely personal note I have been trying to 
study at home during the building development taking place on the Donkey Field. The noise of this construction can 
easily be heard in Oakington Avenue, this has disrupted my studies at what has been a crucial time in my life. In the 
event the Golf course or Stony Lane are chosen for re-development the impact of the noise pollution on residents lives 
will be exceptional, this should not be underestimated. 

 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.  

Rep3021 Chris I write to voice my disapproval to any further extensive building development in Little Chalfont as is currently  The Local Plan will need to 
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Duggan proposed. I am sure we all recognise the need for further housing and the Governments stated requirements on this 
subject. We are fortunate to live in a beautiful location surrounded by Green Belt and AONB. It would be an assault on 
all I hold dear to develop on this land particularly the proposed Stony lane and Golf course site. This countryside is for 
all to enjoy not just the residents. You only need to see the numbers of recreational walkers enjoying this countryside 
at weekends; I would suggest this would not be the case were it to be covered in housing and light industrial factories. 
This is our heritage if you destroy it, you will never get it back. It is for all of us to enjoy and admire a legacy for all the 
generations to follow. Recent times have shown a plethora of building around the village, the infrastructure is 
struggling and under huge pressure. There are viable alternative to the proposals why not consider developing land 
close to the HS2 proposed route, where structural changes and disruption are already forecast. My specific concerns in 
relation to the Golf Course development are as follows: Lodge lane is a narrow country lane passing under a railway 
bridge. Any development of the Golf course would require a new road, probably the removal or re-siting of a railway 
bridge, all in an area which is prone to flooding. This would have a huge impact on the surrounding area and an 
extensive re-routing of local and through traffic. The impact on local wild life would be immense. I can say that even in 
the last six months the increase in traffic around Oakington Avenue has been extensive. Oakington Avenue is used 
routinely by traffic as a cut- through to avoid the A404 and, additional pupils at Little Chalfont Primary School have 
seen a significant growth in parents driving to the school 3-4 times a day! This will shortly be the subject of a resident’s 
petition calling on CDC, BCC and TVP to take action and enforcement of the Road Traffic law. I know of neighbours who 
are scared to leave their homes in Oakington Avenue at certain times of the day. Just imagine what impact any further 
development and pressure on the road and school would bring. In closing I would ask you to consider the pollution and 
disruption development of the Golf course or Stony Lane would bring, we are still suffering from noise pollution caused 
by building in the Donkey field development. 

identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep3022 
Deborah 
Duggan 

I write to express my real concern about any further building development in Little Chalfont as is currently proposed for 
testing purposes. I have resided in Little Chalfont village for nearly 25 years, over this time, as would be expected there 
have been a number of changes to the landscape. These changes have accommodated local and wider needs without 
too much incursion into the village foot print. What is now proposed particularly at the Golf course and Stony 
lane/A404 sites would radically change the footprint of the village, indeed if approved it would not meet anyone’s 
description of a village. Everyone, residents and visitors enjoy the adjoining countryside and green belt. It can never 
have been the case that the green belt would be released for building, in fact the opposite applies it is there for people 
to enjoy, it is part of our heritage. It seems to me that the CDC have proposed a simple option, the methodology and 
conclusions reached by the consultants, who I seem to recall have a history of development, do not pass scrutiny. 
There are also viable alternatives. If the area is to undergo massive disruption due to the impending HS2 it must be 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.  
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case that development opportunities would be created to satisfy the Governments requirements. In this way 
infrastructure needs could be better focussed without creating further upheaval being forced on this community. 

Rep3023 H.G. 
Smith 

1. The green belt land should be kept as it is, building on it is the thin end of the wedge. 2.Little Chalfont is getting 
overcrowded as it is with nowhere to park in the shopping centre. Addition of more houses in this area will cause 
chaos! There is no room for more growth. 3. Traffic is excessive with the A404 running through our village particularly 
making morning and evening driving often slower than walking!!!! 

 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.  

Rep3025 Mrs 
Michele 
Fowler 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for housing in Stoke Poges as shown in Appendix 4. Stoke Poges is a 
relatively small village and the proposals suggest almost doubling the size of the village which is unacceptable. At 
present much of Stoke Poges is semi-rural but with with current proposals Stoke Poges would sprawl into a nearby 
large town. There is a need to protect ancient woodland and hedgerows and their habitats. It is also important to 
protect the Green Belt buffer which creates “green fingers” at the edges of 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.  

Rep3026 Alan and 
Nicola Wood 
Rep3439 Miss 
Hannah Clappen 
Rep3449 Miss Katy 
Griffin Rep3480 Mrs 
Penelope Small 
Rep3482 Mr 
Giuseppe Paradiso 
Rep3501 Mr Paul 
Berrett Rep3504 Mrs 
Gemma Barrett 
Rep3515 Mr Andrew 

In response to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) incorporating issues 
and Options (‘The Plan’) please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17. Firstly, I request that the green 
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 make it clear that I feel very strongly about protecting a second area (in addition to the hatched area on p40 
of the Local Plan) 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 

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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Sammars Rep3516 
Mrs Joanne Sammars 
Rep3532 Mr Guy 
Tabrar Rep3534 Mrs 
Hannah French 
Rep3708 Mr Andrew 
Purnell Rep3771 
Miss Claire Pollard 
Rep3790 Mrs M 
Butter Rep3907 Mr 
David Beaumond 
Rep4042 Mrs Alison 
Dawson Rep4126 Mr 
Robert Jukes 
Rep4149 Rajesh 
Patel Rep4439 Mrs 
Geraldine Murphy 

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. 

Rep3027 
Michael 
Rogers 

I am strongly objectingto the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and 
Gerards Cross map on Appendix 5. 1) The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards ross Golf 
Club, including the club house. This would make the Club unviable. It would greatly reduce the sporting and 
recreational facilities in the local area and denying many hundreds of members and their guests from enjoying a 
beautiful part of the Misbourne Valley. 2) A development envisaged within the Green Belt would be contra to the 
principles of the Green Belt. 3) The area is in the Colne Valley Park which is identified as being a particularly important 
green space for biodiversity and the environment. 4) The area within the green Belt is important in separating the built 
up areas of Chalfont St Peter and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The A413 is a natural boundary for 
development and any incursion to the east of it would erode the barrier and only encourage yet more development in 
future on open space. 5) The area in question is also on a flood plain and unsuitable for sustainable development of any 
significance. This area is valued by residents and visitors alike as a green corridor, and to destroy it will inevitably help 
further industrialisation and Amalgamation of existing separate and distinct areas, which is to be deplored. 

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.  

Rep3028 
Mrs Katie 

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 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
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Emery 
Rep3096 
Mr Steven 
Holdship 
Rep3266 
Mr Andrew 
Emery 
Rep3460 
Mrs 
Maxine 
Rodriguez 
Rep4425 
Mr Guy 
Stallard 
Rep4412 
Mr Jacob 
Archbold 
Rep4379 
Mrs Joanne 
Archbold 
Rep4365 
Mr Ian 
Archbold 
Rep4039 
Mrs Rachel 
Stevens 

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. 
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 

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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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 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 
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in this location. 

Rep3029 John 
Bailey 

In response to Q2 of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan initial Consultation, I wish state my objection to the proposal 
to build domestic residences at the above site. Great Missenden needs service facilities of various kinds to remain a 
viable village. Wick's Garage is one such amenity important to the community, without which we have to go to 
Prestwood's Cross Roads Garage which is very limited in space for servicing vehicles. We already have to go to 
Wendover, Chesham or Amersham for motor fuel. I consider it essential to maintain and support the shops and 
services that a village needs if it is not to become just a dormitory for commuters. The number of shops and businesses 
closed in recent years in Great Missenden is a tragedy for the village and further losses should be avoided. Please reject 
this proposal in the interest of maintaining a viable community. 

  

Rep3030 
Philippe Ah-
Sun 

Whilst the need for residential expansion for London is evident, the destruction of Green Belt land is not an appropriate 
solution. Green Belt land was established to guard against the thoughtless expansion pressures on London housing 
stock create. Its erosion serves as a lazy answer to a complex problem. Similarly the areas surrounding Little Chalfont, 
earmarked for expansion, are Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, another designation intended to specifically guard 
against such development, and preserve the beauty of the landscape. Little Chalfont has seen significant building in the 
recent past, and is currently witness to denser housing construction. Infrastructure and amenities are under significant 
strain. As a local parent my children are unable to attend the school within walking distance of our front door. As a 
local commuter it is increasing rare to secure a seat on a train or tube. Astonishing considering the tubes start only one 
station up the lane. The extortionate station car park has no space in the early mornings. As a local driver the principle 
routes into and out of Little Chalfont are plagued by traffic, and the parade of shops serving the local community 
suffers from the number of people trying to access these facilities. It makes little sense to focus urban growth plans on 
a locality which has already borne a material slice of expansionist policy, whose infrastructure is already suffering, and 
whose environment and character has begun to be compromised. I would urge you to consider these concerns, and 
recognise them as not a simple aversion to development in my locality, but an honest portrayal of the pressures my 
family are facing. 
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Rep3031 
Jamie Robb 

I do not approve of the proposals in the Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire Local Plan. The Green Belt was conceived 
as a restriction on housing and industrial development. I therefore do not understand why the plan is looking to 
develop on the Green Belt and I do not think the plan provides justification for doing so. I also do not think that the 
plan takes into account the lack of amenities in Little Chalfont. There is already too much traffic in the village, a lack of 
parking and a shortage of school places. The plan takes no account of this. The large number of houses planned and the 
resultant impact on local amenities would significantly increase these problems. The additional traffic also raises a very 

 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          

38 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

real concern about road and pedestrian safety given the volume of traffic. The negative impact of planned 
developments would be all the greater because relative to the size of the village, they represent a very large increase. 
There are more than 300 new residential properties in Little Chalfont which have been built or are at the building or 
planning staget. This alone represents a 12% increase. The infrastructure of the village simply cannot sustain the size of 
the planned development and nor should it have to - other connurbations which have not already absorbed such a high 
percentage of new housing should be asked to share this load. 

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. 

Rep3032 Craig 
Gargan 

These fields should not be built on as they are for the communities kids to play on. 
  

Rep3033 
Sebastian 
Royce 

I am astounded that an amendment has been made to allow for building in Westwood Park. It would be a complete 
travesty if this happened. Westwood Park is a vital and well used park for the local community that gives joy, fresh air 
and exercise to thousands of local kids of all ages. It is the home of the fantastically well supported Westwood Park 
community football club too. The area needs proper recreational spaces like this. We have a large population of 
children whose quality of life benefits hugely from Westwood Park. Creating yet another field of houses is will 
negatively effect the community for years to come. 

 

Rep3035 Mrs 
Octavia 
Orchard 

I am responding to Question 2 of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan I urial Consultation (regulation 18) incorporating 
issues and options (Jan-March 2016). I do not agree that the site for Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden 
should be made available for residential development because we will loose a valuable village facility and there will be 
a loss of local jobs. There is also not a good enough road infrastructure and local amenities infrastructure for additional 
population from a large scale residential development. Accordingly Wicks Garage should not be included amongst the 
HELAS sites deemed suitable for development. 

  

Rep3036 
Henry and 
Mary Villiers 

It has come to our knowledge that the site currently occupied by Great Missenden Garage Ltd known as Wicks Garage 
has been designated as a viable site for housing development. This is a small site on which the company supplies the 
town and surrounding area with garage repair services which are not otherwise available nearer than Wendover, 
Princes Risborough or Amersham, and it can accurately be described as essential to the efficiency and wellbeing of the 
neighbourhood. There is no other commercially scheduled site to which the business could be moved and we suggest 
that the substitution of what cannot be more than a very small number of new houses for the valuable amenity which 
Great Missenden Garage provides will be damaging in the extreme. 

  

Rep3037 Sue 
Graham 

It came to my attention that the Wicks Garage site on the Rignall Road, Great Missenden, the site from where Great 
Missenden Garage trades, has been accepted as a viable site for future housing development. The loss of Great 
Missenden Garage to the local community would be a terrible blow. Great Missenden Garage is a wonderful, family-
run, trustworthy garage. For years taking my car to be fixed at other garages was an unpleasant experience, never sure 
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if the advice I was getting was sound or feeling that I was being ripped off. Since I found this company some years ago, 
I’ve had somewhere to check out my and the kids’ cars where I totally trust the advice given. They will check tyres etc 
with no charge, no complaining; they offer such a great service, I would have no idea where to find this valuable service 
if the garage were forced to cease trading due to the site being developed. Please reconsider. 

Rep3038 Miss 
Laura 
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 
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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 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 43 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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Rep3039 
Hilary Wilson 
Minister in 
Charge St John 
the Evangelist 
Ashley Green 

I attended the public meeting in Ashley Green where many issues were raised by residents about encroachment onto 
green belt land, use of land for light indusrial purposes and a feeling that Ashley Green will simply become an out-skirt 
of Chesham and in many peoples minds a 'dumping ground' for what is not wanted in the town. Even though the 
meeting was advised that only 2 hectares of land was being looked for in a 172 hectare area there is very strong feeling 
that there is a real danger of creepage with the areas of green belt being eroded over time. The statement that the 
government have relaxed some rules for building on Green Belt in certain circumstances whilst understandable does 
not give confidence to those who fear these changes may escalate. The fact that it was stated at the public meeting 
that a previous consultation had shown Ashley Green residents to be broadly in favour of this type of expansion 
(although no one at the meeting had any knowledge of this previous consultation) does not engender faith in the 
integrity of what was being presented. Although Ashley Green is relatively close to the A41 which I understand is why it 
is being considered for light industrial areas it also borders Herts and I am concerned about the need for the 
neighbouring county to be involved in any discussions and for a joint plan to beshared with residents of Ashley Green. 
The road from the A41 through Ashley Green towards Chesham is not very wide, has a number of hills and already 
suffers from many drivers ignoring the speed limits and I there have been a number of accidents and at least 2 
fatalities. The building of homes at the site of the old college at the bottom of the hill has added to the problem both 
on the main road with cars attempting to join the main road from Lycrome Road or turn off from the main road onto 
Lycrome Road as there seem to be a number of people who feel that it acceptable to park on Lycrome Road 
presumably because the parking for the new houses is limited and the roads on the new complex are very narrow. I live 
at the bottom of Greenway and need to drive through the town regularly at peak times which can be a nighmare as it 
can take up to 20 minutes to drive from Greenway to the centre of town. Conjestion often tails back up Nashleigh Hill. 
Attempting to bypass the traffic by going slightly up Nashleigh hill and then along Severalls avenue just causes that road 
to tail back as well especially when children are being dropped of for school. The same happens if we go up Greenway 
and down along Ballindon Road. Cars turning into the Chess surgery can at times also add to the problem and if there 
are any road works then the problem just gets bigger. Adding more traffic without a substantiantial overhaul of the 
road system can only make things worse. 

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.  

Rep3040 
Josephine 
Stretch 

I'm finding it difficult to rationalise why anyone believes that the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan that intends to 
remove land from Green Belt is in anyway common, environmental or commercial sense. The area east of the village 
planned for "employment and residential development" is adjacent to AONB and any development in this area would 
erode the AONB status and put at risk the 'corridors' required by wildlife for movement and habitation. Only today I 
have seen Larks, Yellowhammers, Egrets and Red Kites in this area planned for destruction. Developing this land would 
put at significant risk the possibility of seeing such wildlife within a generation. Environmental data is overwhelming 
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that erosion of Green Belt leads to a depletion of wildlife. There are so many other 'brown sites' locally 
(Rickmansworth, Watford, Amersham, High Wycombe) where there is capacity for development for employment as 
well as underused office space. This isn't just a 'NIMBY' response. Every weekend I witness this area being used as a 
precious resource for the many who travel down the Metropolitan Line to disembark and walk through this 
environmental resource. It is an area cherished by all ages from students taking part in Duke of Edinburgh expeditions, 
to young families, dog walkers, bird watchers and senior citizen rambler groups. As you leave London and travel 
through Finchley, Wembley, Harrow, Rickmansworth the area west of Little Chalfont is the first area of green space, 
which is a genuine amenity, that you encounter after leaving London. Green Belt was created by our predecessors to 
provide a resource for local residents and visitors and in the South East it needs to be protected or we will leave a 
terrible legacy . . an urban sprawl from London reaching out across the north west London to the towns and villages of 
Buckinghamshire. Today in the Sunday Times Amersham was named as the 'Best Place to Live' in Great Britain ask 
yourself will this survive 'employment development' on Green Belt east of our village and adjacent to the Chess Valkey 
.I fear not and it will have been our generation that will have destroyed it for ever. As a local secondary headteacher in 
Hertfordshire for 18 years I have witnessed the damage done by indiscriminate and ill thought out planning actions. 
Housing and employment developments have been allowed to go ahead with no apparent strategic plan in place and 
consequently the infrastructure in Three Rivers District and Watford areas is creaking .traffic barely moves at rush hour 
and by 2022 there will be a shortage of over 500 secondary school places. This has led to the building of new schools . 
but there is nowhere to put them so children are being educated in office blocks. This is a nonsense as young people 
need green fields to run in not office blocks and car parks to play in. I implore you to not make the horrendous mistakes 
that I have witnessed in a neighbouring county. Keep Buckinghamshire special. You have an enormous responsibility to 
make the right decision. Maintain the Green Belt that borders AONB and creates breathing space at the Herts/Bucks 
boundary. Employment development can be sited in unused sites and buildings within a 7 mile radius. If a new 
residential area has to be developed (and I'm not convinced) then why not be innovative and build a new model 
'village' using Poundbury as an exemplar. I would suggest an area near Coleshill would be ideally suited. The 
infrastructure would be planned for with roads, schools etc. Please think in a more imaginative way than infilling the 
precious Green Belt east of Little Chalfont which is both our inheritance and perhaps more importantly our legacy. Do 
you really want to be responsible for allowing office and industrial developments adjacent to the Chess Valley which is 
one of the few environmental national treasures we have left. 

settlements.  
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Rep3041 
Edward Rosser 

Please can you not destroy our Scout Hut because I’ve only just become a cub and I want to be a Scout. I have already 
been a Beaver. Do not take away Mill Meadow because that is where my school plays football and does sports day and 
also people like my family walk their dogs. It is the only outdoor place for my school. Please don’t take away the cricket 
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club, the rugby club in Beaconsfield, the tennis club and the football club because I and everyone I know enjoy going to 
them. Our village is perfect how it is and building all these new houses would make the roads too crowded and unsafe. 
If you put all the houses here all of the schools are full and so are the doctors so there will be nowhere for them to go 
to school or make appointments if they are sick. Please don’t build all these houses. Please don’t make my village flood 
anymore than it does already. The drains overflow, it is dangerous and sometimes poo and wee flow down the high 
street so the poor shops have to close. I wont be able to go to Crumbs if this happens (my favourite cafe at the bottom 
of the village) because the roads will be too busy. This will make me sad. Please don’t build so many houses at the 
epilepsy centre, it will ruin so much nature and hurt so many trees and animals. All of this building things will change 
the village I know. Please do not wreck Paccar because I haven’t been there yet as a Cub and it is the best place in the 
whole world. 

Rep3042 
Sarah 
Richardson 

I am against the further development of Little Chalfont which involves using existing green belt land and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty for any sort of development including additional housing, infrastructure or employment 
development. The key reasons are as follows :- The green belt and AONB were created to constrain future building and 
protect for future generations large areas of natural beauty. The Chilterns are one of the few areas close to London 
itself that both give local people and visitors who live in London the opportunity to get away from the City and 
experience stunning landscapes and vistas. Hundreds of Thousands of people visit this area to be able to walk through 
countryside away from housing development It is precisely because it is so accessible to London that Little Chalfont’s 
green belt should be preserved rather than nominating it as a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’. Little Chalfont was always 
designed to be a Village with appropriate infrastructure for a village. Their have recently been over 300 new houses 
added or planned in the area equating to an increase of over 12%. This has already highlighted the constraints on the 
infrastructure and the 45 new homes just behind Chenies parade are not yet occupied ! There are regular queues to 
park next to the Village shop, Parking adjacent to the library can be full, the traffic on the A404 is getting heavier and 
passes right through the centre of the village, again resulting in queueing and road repairs, the trains are full in rush 
hour with no seats much after 07h00, doctors and dentist times to get an appointment are getting harder and longer, 
the schools are all nearing capacity and their ‘actual’ catchment area is getting smaller. Other infrastructure such as 
sport and recreation, social care, waste water have all got limits. If the green belt land is used for development it will be 
lost forever and future generations will be left wondering how such environmentally insensitive decisions were taken 
by our generation. As a milennial I feel I am already suffering from similar environmentally unsound decisions taken in 
previous years and am opposed to similar developments being undertaken in my home community. If additional 
development areas are needed then they must be within the current boundaries of the village. 
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Rep3043 I recognise that additional housing is required in Bucks and have sympathy with the dilemma of where to build. I firmly The Local Plan will need to 
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Catherine 
Melvin 

believe, however, that green belt land is, and should be, sacrosanct. Living in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty is 
of unmeasurable advantage to us all and one of the main attractions to the area in which I have chosen to invest and 
live. Preservation of our countryside gives us all health benefits, both physical and mental, which enhances our quality 
of life. I will feel very let-down and aggrieved if Bucks now fail to protect my interests in this. Locally, in Little Chalfont, 
and specifically Burtons Lane, we have seen a large development approved and currently under construction. The 
effect on our local infrastructure is, as yet, unknown. However, there is already considerable pressure on parking, 
school places, access to local GPs and traffic, to specify just a few. Travelling along the section of Burtons Lane near the 
Countryside development will, in my opinion, be endangered by the increase in number of cars joining from Harvard 
Grange during peak hours. Any further pressure on Burtons Lane from proposed developments will add to this. I think it 
is clear that we have already taken more than our fair share of development locally over recent years. 
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Rep3044 
Glenn 
Stephens 

Little Chalfont : You have proposed two massive housing developments and one smaller housing development plus one 
massive industrial /business park and a smaller one, no doubt for the use of General Electric because the proposed 
space is behind & linked to their current site All of the land is currently greenbelt, all of it farmland or ancient 
woodland. Point 1/ You propose MORE development in Little Chalfont (6,000 people) than in Amersham (17,000 
people)& Beaconsfield (10,000 people) combined, & I think this is not proportionate. Your proposal is the equivalent of 
growing Little Chalfont in one foul swoop by over 50% or more which is not only going to cause massive disruption to 
the local community but totally devastate our local services, from power, broadband capacity, sewage, schools, roads , 
gp services and so on.unless you propose massive increases in these facilities too it is ridiculous. Point 2/ Once again, 
you are dumping development into Little Chalfont by suggesting it a metropolitan area within Amersham, so somehow 
suggesting it is Amersham taking the burden, which once again is not correct. Why is Amersham receiving relatively no 
development? Why s Beaconsfield receiving relatively little development? These are big market towns by comparison 
which can cope with a proportionate population increase the size you are proposing to dump on Little Chalfont. Why 
had Chalfont St Giles (6,000 people) practically no development? The valley will be ruined by HS2 anyway for the next 
20 years , so why are suggesting no development? It is an obvious area for affordable housing, given the price of a 
dwelling is the price of land plus bricks and mortar. The price of land with a massive tunnel going under it will be 
affected downwards so it means it works for your targets. Point 3/ there is more development in Little Chalfont than in 
Chesham.(population 21,000).The development levels in Chalfont St Peter (13,000) look about level with Little Chalfont 
which is less than half the size. Another community to be affected by HS2. Why are you not thinking about the 
opportunity if cheaper land? Point 4/ One of the parcels of land you have designated for development in LC has just 
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changed hands for quite a bit of money , just off Burtons Lane. You can be sure this will be investigated to it's 
conculsion for corruption. The co-incidence to just so unlikely, massive land sale just before planning proposals 
announced. Any link between you councillors or your relatives and the owner, prison awaits.It will be investigated fully. 
Point 5 / You propose the next stage after this initial stage is to build on Westwood Park . In the last 10 years a football 
club has been built around this space which is by far the biggest health activity undertaken by children in Little 
Chaflont, with over 300 children every Saturday coming out for training and teams playing other children from the area 
at all levels from u16 -u5. This is not a commerical enterprise but it is managed and made up entirely of volunteers and 
people who live here in Little Chalfont. The club have people now coming from Beasconsfiedl , Chesham Bois, 
Amersham and beyond because you have destroyed all the places where similar such enterprises could emerge in their 
communities. You are now proposing to destroy again , what makes the fabric of our local society. It is really important 
children are taught to play sport, schools fail our communities utterly on this front and now you want to destroy the 
good work of local people too. We have football clubs coming from CHESHAM to play here as a home ground because 
you give them no local facilities , we have Chorleywood Cricket Club here too now, so stop being so disrespectful of 
what communities need and want. Your proposals are unbalanced , ridiculous and clearly very poorly researched which 
is a running theme with Chiltern District Council. The last 3 proposals to come out of your council affecting Little 
Chalfont have all been ridiculous or poorly managed. 1/ You tried to close a school at the sametime you built a huge 
number of houses directly next to that school . 2/ You allowed the ‘donkey field’ behind Chenies Parade to be 
developed into ‘Harvard Grange' under the auspices of ‘affordable housing’. They are selling flats for over £400,000 
which is NOT affordable housing so you have failed the community there too. 3/ You have now allowed redevelopment 
of the garage site in Chenies Parade, with no extra parking secured, for a bung to your the council which has no link 
whatsoever in improving any service in Little Chalfont. So you get the money, Little Chalfont gets more parking 
pressure with zero solution or interest from your council. It is time you start to respect our community and stop 
abusing it. To me a local resident all of your decisions show complete incompentence . How on earth have you got the 
jobs you have? Yes development is necessary, but it should be balanced , proportionate and not designed to double the 
size of any community. You need to re-think quickly. 

Rep3045 
Michael 
McWilliams 
Chairman 
Stoke Park 
Avenue 

Stoke Park Avenue Ltd is responding on behalf of its 21 homes with 50 residents following initial consultation given the 
limited timescale available. It is a pity that we only learnt of this at 17.00 on Wednesday 9 March 2016. This is too 
important for the whole future development of our living environment not to have had at least one month to give a 
considered response which would have been more productive for the Council. I think that it is imperative that the 
Council and Parish Councils communicate such information in a better way since none of the 50 residents of Stoke Park 
Avenue Farnham Royal were aware of it until this week. In response to the questions posed we comment as follows:- 
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Q1 We take these analyses at face value as presented to be correct. Q2 We have commented on the deliverability in 
our following responses. The overall planning of the Green Belt must look to a longer term than the relatively short 
term needs of the 2036 targets. Q3 Yes. I have identified these as follows: i) The area to the South of the M40 to the 
East of Beaconsfield Services. This long stretch of land has a good main road linking to the A355 and the Motorway 
Junction. I would suggest that this may allow a significant development of housing and employment development, 
including facilities to support the Infrastructure and should be investigated further. ii) Part development of the 
Farnham Common Car Park, important to main sufficient car parking for local shoppers and visitors, but see the 
potential to develop an area for flats or similar. iii) The Car Wash, located at the edge of the Farnham Common shops, 
could be an ideal location for an Older Person’s residence development. With close proximity to the local amenities and 
a bus stop directly outside, I believe there could be scope to relocate the current business and use this site to help 
provide suitable accommodation for our older residents. iv) I would also suggest that relocating the Village Halls in both 
Farnham Royal and Farnham Common to, say, Farnham Park could also be of benefit in providing another option for 
accommodation for Older People close to the Farnham Common village centre while at the same time, provide the 
Village with a better social facility, with better parking and access. The Farnham Royal village hall could also be 
developed into apartments of maximum two bedrooms with some one bedroom accommodation. v) There are many 
fields currently unused behind Swallow Road in Iver Heath which could be fully developed into a mix of affordable 
houses and also 1, 2 and 3 Bedroom link detached and semi-detached houses. This site could provide 1500+ living 
dwellings without removing sports and other amenities and much of this land is sitting idle being wasted and in some 
cases the owners are having to pay to keep the weeds and bushes from becoming overgrown. vi) Wood Lane Iver is 
another area that lends itself to provide housing and this will have little impact on the enjoyment of the houses 
opposite which are set well back from the main road. vii) Whilst golf is a sport from which many people derive lots of 
pleasure and important exercise, I do feel that there are not only several private golf clubs in the area over which SBDC 
has little or zero control, there seem to be more public courses in the region than there needs to be. Sacrificing one or 
two of these public courses in what is relatively a minority sport would seem to me to provide quite a substantial 
number of dwellings. I know that this is likely to be controversial but we do need these extra dwellings and to drive a 
few miles to another public golf course in the area seems a much fairer price to pay than using Farnham Park and 
similar multi-sports used sites and the golfing facilities will still be available in plentiful way in the SBDC area. Q4 The 
Joint Local Plan approach should not override the particular characteristics and opportunities presented locally. In 
other words let us not forget that each area needs to be judged on its own merits. Q5 There is merit in appraising all 
opportunities and moving forward with a mix of these. A Increased density and existing development opportunities 
must be explored and a sustainable, mixed development strategy adopted that is opposed to a zoned approach. It is 
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not acceptable to relocate open recreation areas so that they are in a less sustainable location. Similarly there is no 
point converting small locally accessible and sustainably accessible office to housing and then asking people to drive 
miles to a business park. We must have integrated uses. We are concerned that the current vision by the District 
Council separates housing development away from job creation development. B Special Areas of Character will become 
more important as changes happen elsewhere. We should be looking to designate more areas of special character to 
preserve and enhance the environment whilst looking for development opportunities within that framework of 
character. C We have serious concerns about accepting additional requirements from outside areas. It cannot be that 
an area can expand beyond its ability to provide for. Or in other words how can Slough have a requirement for housing 
that it cannot accommodate? Slough can trade its needs with other District Councils such as Aylesbury Vale where 
capacity exceeds demands even after the 2036 developments have taken place. The concept of moving your housing 
needs to your next door neighbours is very likely to destroy the Green Belt, encourage encroachment and in our case 
undermine the natural environment of Burnham Beeches. D The key concern of the Parish is the prevention of the 
encroachment of Slough northwards and serious and substantial buffers need to be maintained in perpetuity to 
prevent the subjugation of Farnham Royal and Farnham Common into the encroachment of Slough. E On questions 
CD&E we ask the Council to consider the environmental points made by Burnham Beeches and the Corporation of 
London all of which are supported by the Parish Council. F N/A G The policy of maintaining a defensible boundary 
needs to be applied to all settlements. H Infilling and intensification of existing developed Green Belt sites should ONLY 
be considered where they do not fulfill the primary function of the Green Belt, i.e. that of preventing encroachment. In 
all other areas stricter policies to return space to its open nature should be pursued. I Yes. Providing that the Green Belt 
buffer is strengthened by this process. J N/A K This misses the point of achieving sustainable zoning. Employment must 
be integrated with housing and not located remotely. Yes intensify existing industrial estates but prioritise the 
retention of commercial space within immediate reach of the workforce. See response to 5 A above. L Of Course. A 
sustainable and integrated mix of uses. Including commercial, private and social housing. The strategy must strengthen 
the purpose of the retained Green Belt. Q6 Yes. In relation to Farnham Common and Farnham Royal. The Green Belt 
buffer to the south of Farnham Common and north of Farnham Royal must be preserved in its effect. That is to say 
some of the area identified to the north of the Farnham Park public open space could be released for development 
with Farnham Park area retained and strengthened as the Green Belt Buffer to the east of the A355. At the same time 
the West of the A355 opposite Farnham Park should be strengthened in its role as a buffer zone. Opportunities for 
intensification exist immediately within the heart of Farnham Common. 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. Q7 We have serious concerns over the suggestion that needs can be 
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transferred to neighbouring Councils. As previously stated there is something wrong in the way that these are arrived 
at if they are not based upon the resources of the Council. Or in plain English if one were to decide to have a larger 
family it would not, logically, entitle you to compulsorily purchase next door’s back garden to extend your house. The 
Council should not take this as opportunity to release their own land which is how it appears to the many in relation to 
Farnham Park for example. First priority must be given to maintaining the outdoor open recreation space and 
consideration only given if more accessible, better located space is provided. For example private golf courses do not 
replace the function of parks. The use of Farnham Park provides an invaluable amenity for the Parish and wider area. 
The Park includes a play area (for toddlers and youth aged up to 13) provided with Lottery funds and matched parish 
council funds following consultations which identified the need for play facilities in the area. It has also become the 
national centre for Softball and Baseball which are rapidly growing sports for all ages. These are in additional to the 
popular sports pitches for football rugby and cricket. Such amenities all support the Government’s initiatives to bring 
down levels of obesity and improve the health of the population. Q8 Councils need to start providing affordable 
housing and driving the process. They have the opportunity to recover funds through CIL (and have done for a long 
time). This must be recovered and used to fund Council led developments. Q9 I am not clear as to the level of 
expansion being considered for the Orchards, Chalfont St Peter and what balance would therefore need to be fulfilled. I 
would object to any further development or additions in or around Burnham Beeches. This goes against the statements 
made throughout the Local Plan and associated documents, where the principle to retain the character of Burnham 
Beeches is a priority. Clearly this is important to ensure the area for locals and the 600K+ annual visitors. Q10 We 
understand L&Q are planning to build private housing on the land where Verdon Court (sheltered housing for the 
elderly) now stands and using the funds raised to provide social housing - but specifically not social housing for the 
elderly - elsewhere. Indeed they are systematically closing a number of other such housing accommodation for the 
elderly and the days of sheltered accommodation appear to be limited. This is a cause of great concern given we are 
told the population is ageing. As raised before, I believe there is an opportunity to consider a housing development 
near the local shops in Farnham Common on the current site occupied by the Car Wash. Also Farnham Common village 
hall could be converted into apartments for the elderly with its close proximity to the shops etc. I do not believe the 
suggestion options encompassing Farnham Park would not provide any benefit to older residents as the location of the 
shops, public transport are not within a short walk. Generally it seems to be the case that the whole system of 
provision for the elderly is fundamentally changing. We believe that this is an issue that must be given some priority 
when developing the new Local Plan and we would wish to be further involved in any consultations on this issue. 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 
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surrounding copses. Farnham Royal and Farnham Common have unique cultural heritages. It is therefore important to 
ensure these two villages retain their separate cultural and historical identities by maintaining as much of the Green 
belt buffer zone as is possible. The amount of open space needs to be balanced in the Parish we are provided for to the 
north west by Burnham Beeches and the south by Farnham Park. Q12 There are individual heritage assets that we 
continue to identify in the villages of the District Council such as the Hemmingford group on Old Beaconsfield Road. 
There are also areas of ancient woodland for example in Ingrams Copse in Farnham Common. Q13 Farnham Royal and 
Farnham Common are under provided with public open green space. Temple Dell and Kingsway Green, The Pump, the 
FCSC sports field and Farnham Park are all required to sustain the growing community that we have. There are areas of 
privately owned green space that we would like to be considered for designation as green space such as the land at the 
southern corner of the A355 and Church Lane in Farnham Royal. Q14 I would like to see the following included or 
emphasized more in the Joint Local Plan. i) Traffic Calming and Management. The A355 is overloaded already, in 
particular during rush hours and also, late at night, when the road is used as a cut through and drivers tend to exceed 
the speed limits. ii) As mentioned previously, I believe the Farnhams need to be supported by a better “Village Hall” 
facility, ideally located within Farnham Park, where there is already parking and close to recreational areas. The “new” 
hall could be developed to consider a wide range of additional uses including local theatre, indoor sports such as indoor 
bowls, badminton (suitable for older and younger residents) as well as the societies, groups, activity and fitness 
coaches. iii) The impact on the local wildlife in and around the Farnhams and in to Burnham Beeches needs to be 
considered in more depth. The Joint Local Plan has little detail on this and I believe it is critical to ensure that any 
impact is minimal and preserving the local and visiting wildlife is treated as a priority within and surrounding our green 
areas! Q15 Some account needs to be taken of “joined up thinking” between central government and local policies. It 
makes no sense to lose the small business in the village centre to flats and then wonder where we are going to find 
space to locate them next. Q16 CIL should be introduced for all qualifying development and it is easy to take a 
precedent from the London Boroughs. The purpose is to provide the infrastructure for the increased development and 
the Parish is prepared to play its part in implementing those areas within its remit. For example affordable housing, 
increased health provision for primary care schools and transport links. Q17 The current process should be used to 
strengthen the Council’s position and become stricter on deviations from it. The Council is seen as toothless in the face 
of Developers – particularly there is a perception that the desire to avoid litigation costs influences decisions taken on 
both applications and enforcement issues. The Council must rise to the challenge to ensure that its policies are 
implemented. The Council should take this opportunity to adopt design standards. To effectively bolster their design 
input on proposals to ensure that the intensification of the Parish is handled to produce a good quality of design. 
References from other Authorities that maintain a design group to comment on proposals could be taken. SBDC should 
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work with Slough to agree and strengthen the buffer zones that exist at present to the south of Farnham Royal. In 
addition to the measures set out above. What is evident is that there is a need to create this extra housing. Therefore, 
all of us must be realistic and adopt a proactive approach rather then one which says 'not on our patch'. However, I 
note that the Council are talking about the housing needs but with 600+ extra houses being built each year from 2020-
2036, then the infrastructure must be in place too. Extra school places including nursery schools, extra places for 
people to exercise in such as Sports Grounds, Gymnasiums, Social Clubs for people to meet (note that many Pubs in the 
area, which used to be like social centres to meet are being closed down for economic reasons as they cannot compete 
with the large chain breweries) GP surgeries, extra demands on the hospitals, etc It needs educations planning, health 
planning, social needs planning, financial resource planning and all of this must happen NOW as these places do not 
just pop up overnight and where will they go? It seems to me that it is a bit of a luxury to have two village halls--one for 
Farnham Common and one for Farnham Royal. Why not combine the two into one new modern multi-purpose centre 
within Farnham Park? This could not only be used for Parish Council Meetings but used as a meeting place for residents 
to have coffee, chat etc. I assume that SBDC will raise money in selling off some land it owns in the region. The 
successful developer should, as part of the tender contract, be able to build a new centre in Farnham Park which could 
be used for all sports facilities, including swimming, badminton, snooker, table tennis, gymnasium, aerobics and other 
dancing, bar and snacks, meeting rooms, rooms used for hiring out for Weddings, Live Entertainment, a small theatre 
and with an aging population there is a need to green bowls. The big challenge is to develop sustainably and control the 
mix of development. A tighter control than exists may be required. For example we do not need all houses to be 5+ 
bedrooms. How can that be controlled to arrive at a mixed population. But we do need to increase and improve the 
facilities for the increasing population. That is the major challenge we all face.  

Rep3046 
Samantha 
Walker 

I am writing to object to the level of potential development that could occur following sites having been identified 
within the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1, and prospective future sites within Phase 2 of the study. I do 
appreciate that further housing,facilities and employment will be required to match the growth expected, but this 
should not be to the detriment of the quality of life of those already living in these areas Based upon this I do object 
strongly to the proposals to consider development on existing Green Belt Land, and would prefer to see land or 
brownfield sites within existing towns and villages considered as a first option to ascertain the efficient use of these 
sites. If additional land is required, lesser extensions to a wider range of settlements should also be considered, again 
excluding considerations to develop areas currently protected as greenbelt Naturally development also entails the 
provision of suitable infrastructure being put in place, and many of the Greenbelt areas considered could not provide 
this without such extreme modification to roads etc. as to totally destroy the environments Past evidence of this can be 
seen all over High Wycombe where sustained development and poor decision making has destroyed local isolated 
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communities and created a vast area of developed land with little green space available, much to the detriment of 
those living there. Please seriously consider the following : 1) Avoid development on Greenbelt Sites which would 
dramatically reduce the quality of life for those living in the area Look at existing brownfield sites or existing residential 
developments in towns and villages as a first priority Minimise the impact by spreading development around smaller 
locations within a wider scope of towns and villages, both within and outside of the District. 

the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep3047 
Sarah and Ed 
Webb 

We are opposed for the following reasons: - This area is in the “Green Belt” and is part of the Chiltern Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. - There have been playing fields on Nashleigh hill for well over 100 years. Indeed my 
Grandfather used to play football near to the Playing Fields for the “Chesham Generals” just after the first World War . 
- There are no other playing fields at this end of Chesham for local Children to play in. - The two “fields” next to the 
Nashleigh Hill playing fields and running adjacent to “The Vale” have been allowed to lie fallow for the last 15 years and 
are seeded with wild flowers every summer to encourage insects and butterflies. I believe there is a local agreement for 
this to continue. - The woods at the top of the two fields are in my opinion “ancient woodland” and I believe they are 
nested by several pairs of Red Kites which have only recently been reintroduced to this area. To now threaten to build 
here or nearby would seem irresponsible. - Why build an industrial unit on clearly green belt land, when there are still 
brown field sites lying undeveloped in Chesham, such as in Asheridge Road where there are now proposals to build a 
housing estate? Your planning policy does not appear to have been fully thought through. - The local plan seems to 
imply that the council is re-assessing “Green Belt” designation as laid out in the map on page 45. To hear that there are 
now a “proposal” to build an industrial site on Nashleigh Hill Playing Fields seems to imply this reassessment has 
already taken place. 

  

Rep3048 Mr 
Robert 
Borwick 

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 S; Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the local 
Plan Initial Consultation document. The proposal, as delineated, would cut across the lower part of the golf course at 
Gerrards Cross Golf Club including, the clubhouse. This would have a devastating effect on the future viability of the 
Golf Course. This is the only golf course within the Chalfont St. Peter and Gerrards Cross area. It provides sporting and 
recreational facilities for local people in the local area. Moreover, in recent years, nationally and locally, golf is 
continuing to attract a large number of children and young people to the sport. This proposal would be a destructive 
element to the health, welfare and outdoor pursuit of a large number of local people, young and old. The golf club and 
its environs also provide pleasure and enjoyment to a large number of people, not just golfers. The course is 
crisscrossed with a myriad of public footpaths, widely used throughout the seasons by walkers and rambling groups. In 
particular by the large number of scouting groups who visit the Paccar Scout Camp in Denham Lane, Chalfont St. Peter. 
The area is in the Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important 'green' space for biodiversity and 
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environmental priorities. The area is firmly within the Green Belt deSignated area and epitomises the beauty of the 
Misbourne Valley. The proposal is in direct conflict to the principles of Green Belt deSignation. This area needs to be 
cherished and protected for generations to come. 

available on brownfield sites. 

Rep3049 
Emma and Joe 
Callender 

We are writing in response to the proposed usage of land behind my home on vale road in relation to Regulation 18 & 
Issues and Options Public Consultation January/March 2016. We have answered a selection of the questions posed. 
Please see below for our concerns: Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation 
to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? Has 
bovingdon airfield not been considered as an alternative and more appropriate site? 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 No, we do not agree that trying to develop new 
business sites on green belt land is an answer to employment concerns. If the business units on Ashridge have been left 
empty due to businesses not wanting them or being able to survive, why on earth are we preparing to allow that to 
happen again, while at the same time ruining our beautiful local and community used countryside? 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. We 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. 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. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the 
councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or 
opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? Nashleigh recreation ground has some beautiful 
and rare wildlife such as ground burrowing bees and many kites that require conserving and protecting. And it most 
importantly your plans do not appear to have considered the potential impact of flooding along the vale road area as a 
result of removing and uprooting woodland, that plays a vital role in helping the valley remain flood free. Increased 
traffic on existing road infrastructure of vale road / berkhamstead road would simply not cope with increased flow that 
an industrial site would bring to this area. 
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Rep3050 
Wynne 
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. My views cover the declassification of Green belt and AONB areas, the apparent disproportionate 
amount of development proposed in and around Little Chalfont and the incomplete nature of the Emerging Local Plan 
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A 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 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 nor 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 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. A further point I would like to make about the Green Belt assessment is that I 
understand that this is in two phases and that only phase one is currently available. So we will make comments on the 
current plan knowing that the information in it and referenced by it is incomplete. Will we be given a further chance to 
comment and object once phase 2 of the Green Belt assessment is published. Otherwise it would seem the 
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consultation is incomplete and possibly improper! Finally any release of Green Belt land should be kept to the bare 
minimum and only when compliance with special circumstances is very clearly established. Such release should only be 
to meet current needs and not in preparation for any future plans. The barriers to release of Green Belt land should be 
kept high to ensure it’s continuation and to meet the original purpose of the Green Belt. 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. 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 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. It is difficult 
to imagine how infrastructure such as parking could be improved in the village centre when available plots have already 
been used and are full. That is parking doesn’t really provide for current needs let alone a future larger settlement. 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 adjacent to Long Walk. (ii) 
Comments in response to the Consultation Document. Questions 1- 4 and 7. I support the analysis by LCCA and Little 
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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 before the release of any 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. Please see my comments on the release of Green Belt land and land in the AONB above. 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 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. Conclusion. 
I have not made comments on the area covered by South Bucks District Council. 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. I feel strongly that the employment 
land straddling the A404 and the housing development by Long Walk should not go ahead as they would have the 
worst negative affect of the many on the amenity and nature of Little Chalfont. 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.  

Rep3051 
Penelope 

Whilst I understand that there is a need for housing in the Chiltern District I do not believe that building on Green Belt 
is the solution. With its close situation to the Chess Valley and Chiltern Hills, Little Chalfont possesses Areas of 
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Curtis Outstanding Natural Beauty that attract many cyclists and ramblers to the region each year. Moreover these areas of 
Green Belt hold a lengthy history, for example the Beel House estate dates back to the Doomsday book. Therefore, the 
Stage 1 plans to develop areas such as Stoney Lane would impact visitors and tourism to the community because 
popular walking trails would be destroyed. Furthermore, the potential development described in Stage 1 and Stage 2 
projects would be problematic to the community because it would not be conducive to the small scale infrastructure of 
village. In particular, the dramatic increase to the population size of the community would have a detrimental effect on 
schools in Little Chalfont and surrounding villages. Little Chalfont has a very good reputation for its local schools; Dr 
Challoners High School is an outstanding grammar school which has a prestigious status in the community. However, 
the excellent education provision that the community offers also means that schools are already oversubscribed. 
Having worked as a teacher at Chalfont Community College a secondary comprehensive school; with a ten form entry 
system, I have witnessed firsthand how oversubscribed the local school system is. Consequently, the development 
described in Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan would be detrimental to the children and younger generations in the 
village because the schools would not be able to cater for such rapid expansion. For example, students would face 
barriers to learning such as increased class sizes. Therefore, the development of Green Belt areas in Little Chalfont and 
surrounding villages would not only implicate the education and learning of future inhabitants, but also existing 
residents alike. 

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.  

Rep3052 Mr 
Phillip Bartlett 

1. I recognise the need for communities to play a part in the provision of additional housing. I believe that Little 
Chalfont has already been the site for the provision of additional housing. It has, in proportion to its size and 
population, already borne more than its fair share of this burden in recent years. Existing additional housing is already 
at the planning stages and this contribution to local housing needs should be also taken into account. I have no 
objection to further housing development, subject to due process, provided it is within the existing boundaries of the 
village of Little Chalfont. 2. Little Chalfont is surrounded by green belt. The Metropolitan Green Belt is a statutory green 
belt around London. The legal framework is provided by the 1947 Town and Country Planning Act. Green Belt land is 
Green Belt land. Chiltern District Council has an obligation to protect and enhance the Green Belt. There is no place in 
green belt legislation for so-called “testing”. Housing, and any other form of detrimental development, should NOT be 
permitted on Green Belt land. 3. AONB is a statutory designation. The legal framework for Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty is provided by the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. The Act confirms that the purpose of designating 
AONBs is the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty of the area. Little Chalfont lies within the Chilterns 
AONB. Expansion of the boundaries of Little Chalfont is contrary to the AONB purpose and directly and obviously fails 
to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the area. 4. The existing infrastructure (schools, public transport, shops, 
roads, utilities) barely manages to support the existing population of Little Chalfont. Extensive expansion outside the 
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existing boundaries is not supportable or sustainable. For the above reasons I strongly believe that Little Chalfont 
should NOT be included in the Chiltern and South Bucks Plan as a main settlement for growth. 

Rep3053 Dr 
Helen Birch 
Rep3054 Dr 
Paul Birch 

Having reviewed the Local Plan for Chalfont St Peter and the Sense4CSP response I am in total agreement with their 
points. I have therefore copied their response verbatim here to be treated also as my response. I have lived in Chalfont 
St Peter for five years and appreciate the community spirit, green spaces and facilities of the village. I have serious 
concerns regarding the development plans including the sustainability of the sites. Many options do not have sufficient 
transport links and/or will place significant burden on the village facilities, whilst developing Mill Meadow would 
remove many of these village facilities. Remainder of representation is the same as SENSE4CSP response. See Rep3055 
for the response.  

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.  

Rep3055 Mrs L 
Jones Rep3056 
Mr Paul Jones 
Rep3206 Mr 
David Fisher 
Rep4236 Mr 
Richard Allen 

We write on behalf of SENSE a local action group formed in Chalfont St Peter (“CSP”) over twelve years ago to assist 
local residents in dealing with planning matters. We are a volunteer-run organisation, our website is available at 
www.sense4csp.org and currently we have over 1,000 Chalfont St Peter households on our mailing list. We have 
extensive and detailed local knowledge of the village and its surrounding areas, engaged a barrister to represent us at 
the planning enquiry into the original proposed housing planning application by the Epilepsy Society in 2005 and have 
submitted numerous submissions to Chiltern District Council ("CDC") over the past years. We have also, in conjunction 
with Chalfont St Peter Parish Council, recently held two meetings in Chalfont St Peter to discuss these proposals with 
the meetings being attended by over 450 people across both evenings. EVIDENCE BASE 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 
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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 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. Parcel 57b No comment. 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 
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 
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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 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 
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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. LOCAL PLAN QUESTIONS. 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 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 
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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 
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 
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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 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 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

63 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

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 
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 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 
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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. 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 
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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 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 
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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 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-
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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 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 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

68 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

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. Question 15 – Scope of Policies. No comment 
at this stage. Question 16 – Infrastructure. No detailed comments at this stage save that it is clear in respect of Chalfont 
St Peter that there are significant constraints in relation to infrastructure delivery for all of the reasons mentioned 
throughout our response. Question 17 – Other Points. We are clear that the Local Plan can only be delivered with full 
and proper consultation with local residents and stakeholder groups. The timeframe for this consultation whilst in line 
with statute is woefully short. These are difficult areas and require careful consideration. We therefore strongly urge 
CDC to consult with us and Chalfont St Peter Parish Council over the coming months (including workshops) to test fully 
the deliverability and content of the Local Plan and to enable us on behalf of residents to elaborate further on our 
answers set out in this response. It is not sufficient to leave consultation only to the statutory consultation stages. We 
should be permitted to make representations throughout all stages of the Local Plan process. The NPFF requires proper 
engagement and collaboration with neighbours, local organisations and businesses. It is essential that further and fuller 
co-operation and consultation with local stake holders is carried out. Consultation only within limited defined 
consultation stages is inadequate. Finally we are concerned 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. How is this being objectively 
assessed? How is the clear conflict of interest being dealt with? 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. In conclusion SENSE 
is willing to collaborate with all local authorities throughout all stages of the process to assist in identifying the most 
appropriate and sustainable solutions in meeting the district’s long term housing and development needs. 

Rep3057 Mr 
Martin 
Drinkwater 
Rep3058 Mrs 
Karen 
Drinkwater 
Rep3059 Ms 

Question 1 I am lodging an objection to the proposals in the Local Plan to change the land use of Green Belt areas in 
Chiltern District. 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, vernacular 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 
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Sara 
Drinkwarter 

conserve and enhance natural beauty which includes wildlife as well as landscape features. This is reflected in Local 
Plan policy LSQ1. 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. 1) According to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), 
there are five stated purposes of including land within the green belt: (a) To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built 
up areas. (b) To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another. (c) To assist in safeguarding the countryside 
from encroachment. (d) To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns. (e) To assist in urban 
regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. The Green belt being considered for 
reclassification currently fulfils all of the above purposes and should remain as Green Belt. 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 . 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. 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. Many other parts of the District are significantly more 
sustainable and appropriate for development. 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. All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at, or very nearly at, capacity. They will be unable to accommodate 
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children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish. 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 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. Chalfont St Peter is a village and 
cannot cope with further development. 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. 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, 
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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 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 for former has a 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 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. GREEN BELT POLICY SHOULD ALWYS BE 
ADHERED TO: 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 . 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. Please APPLY AND ADHERE TO THE ABOVE NATIONAL 
PLANNING POLICY DEFINITION TO ALL REFERENCES OF GREEN BELT LAND IN YOUR LOCAL PLANNING. 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 
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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 to the south of Tate Road and Micholls Avenue 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 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 
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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. Over the last few years especially there has been numerous, documented, incidences of flooding. 
Mill Meadow, a pleasant open space, much loved and used by many inhabitants of CSP for walking and relaxation. 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. 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. 
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). You only have to visit this area to understand that this is 
wholly inappropriate site for development. The congestion of the road is currently not acceptable. Any additional 
increase of cars will bring misery to this area of Chalfont St Peter/Gerrards Cross. TO restate - the area fulfils the five 
purposes of the green belt and should therefore remain as a designated green belt area. 4. The area identified for 
industrial development adjacent to the A413. 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 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. 
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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. 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. 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. 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. • 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 NOT on Green Belt land or AONB. CDC has a duty to co-operate with the authorities and vice versa. CDC must 
argue for development to occur first in land which is not Green Belt or AONB. •There has been far too much 
development in Chalfont St Peter (Holy Cross, Newland Park) as opposed to other settlements 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. •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 
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 
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be in our greater built up towns of Amersham and Chesham. •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 be a combination of all of the above but look to spread development throughout the District • Chalfont St 
Peter has recently been overburdened as the chosen biggest development site given recent proposed developments at 
Holy Cross and Newland Park •Traveller’s sites should not be concentrated in Chalfont St Peter but dispersed more 
evenly throughout the District. 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. 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 the Green Belt. 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. No more burden should be put upon Chalfont St Peter. 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. 
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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 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. •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 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. 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. • 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 
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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. • Chiltern District Council (“CDC”) must stand up to the unrealistic housing 
demands of National Government by making a plan, monitor and manage approach to providing new homes Not make 
provision on the basis of a crude “predict and provide” policy which simply uses past trends to determine future needs. 
CDC should not simply set a general target for housing but use its Local Plan to 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 • Any HS2 development will further damage the Green Belt and air quality in this area •Generally any 
developments should be focused on Brownfield sites and town centres as a result.  

Rep3060 Mr 
Jonathan 
Freedman 

I write in connection to the `Initial Consultation’ regarding the Local Plan for Chiltern and South Bucks. Whilst the area’s 
need for housing is of great importance, so too, is it vital to preserve the local community, its social fabric, its ecology, 
its wildlife and its green space. No doubt, as local residents yourself, you are aware that this area constitutes the single 
most beautiful and ecologically diverse region within a 30 miles radius of Central London. It is therefore all the more 
vital to preserve the current state of Chiltern and South Bucks since it provides a crucial region of recreation, providing 
much need respite and social well-being for the many residents of London and the surrounding area to visit and enjoy. I 
am very concerned by the quality and standard of the entire process to date and its documentation. I worry that it is 
biased and has not been carried out in anything like a fair manner (see final section). As such, I expect that it may be 
subject to legal challenge if the outcome is incorrect or unjust. For clarity, all references herein refer to the document 
“Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation Jan - Mar 2016.pdf” as downloaded from your website 
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/planning/localplan2014-2036 I believe strongly that any changes to the Local Plan 
which go beyond the scope of Option A or Option B (see 4.7) are a severe breach of the need to preserve the local 
community, its social fabric, its ecology, its wildlife and green space of the Chiltern and South Bucks districts. To 
consider such options (i.e. C-L) is an outrage going against the very values which have made this much treasured region 
so successful and sought after by both residents and businesses alike. I fear that, with further development on 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.  
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the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites.  
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proposed sites in, for example, Option C, a really significant draw to this region will be lost, a draw which brings many 
tourists to this region and thereby revenues for local businesses (many of which rely on significant income from visiting 
tourists and weekenders). Such suggestions threaten the very survival of many local businesses. In addition, local house 
prices and the desirability of the area for those wishing to move out of London will be severly devalued. Specifically, I 
have great experience of the area including the fields connected to Quill Hall Farm which have been designated as a 
‘Built Area Extension Option’ in Amersham (see map on p31). As such I will describe my considered and educated 
opinion of the notion that this area should be developed. I do so to highlight the outrageous impact that Options C-
L(see 4.7) would have on such areas and I refer to this area solely due to my detailed knowledge of it. I am certain it 
holds as a good example for other such areas in your plans. I sincerely hope that you drop all further consideration of 
options C-L, and at the very least hold a thorough review of the process which has led you to consider such non-sensical 
proposals. Specific concerns regarding the proposal to include the green fields, copses and woodland, constituting part 
of Quill Hall Farm, as a ‘Built Area Extension Option’ (as illustration for the consequences for this specific site and other 
under consideration) include:- Wildlife: The impact that this would have on local wildlife would be catastrophic. I have 
had the rare privilege to observe just how many mammals, birds and invertebrate use these fields, copses and 
woodlands on a regular and consistent basis. This area constitutes the home, and provides shelter and significant 
access routes, to a whole host of rare and treasured wildlife, some of which are unique within the UK to the Chilterns. 
(For example, innumerable deer breeds have been spotted following the route from Blackwell Stubbs through Market 
Reading Wood to Lane Wood). The idea that this wildlife, and the diversity it provides, does not far outweigh any needs 
for development of the area, is to value the worth of the entire Chiltern and South Bucks districts in a completely 
inappropriate manner that is not in keeping with the history nor the communities local to the area. Ecology and bio-
diversity: The hedgerows, copses, woodlands and indeed the agricultural fields themselves offer the basis for the 
continuation of the extraordinary bio-diversity that exists in the area. To lose these beautiful, natural and rural spaces 
would guarantee the loss of this increasingly valuable bio-diversity. Environmental pollution: To replace the hedgerows, 
copses, woodlands and indeed the agricultural fields with housing and the traffic that would follow would be to 
increase pollution in a region which is environmentally sensitive, since the deep valley acts to trap such pollutants - a 
valley which thousands of people travel through every day on the London Underground Metropolitan Line train. 
Therefore, not only would the local environment be more polluted, the number of people exposed to such pollution 
would be dramatic. Moreover, the traffic in Amersham is already at saturation point; Amersham-on-the-hill is regularly 
at a standstill at peak times and adding more inhabitants (and thus cars) into this limited space would undoubtably 
cause further congestion and therefore greatly increased pollution. Flood risk and environmental hazards: The 
proposed site largely consists of green fields, hedgerows and woodlands which sit upon steep sided valley sides. To 
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replace this porous surface with houses and roads would dramatically alter the fate of surface water run-off, especially 
in extreme weather events like storms and heavy down-pours of rain. Water which currently soaks into the soil and 
travels subterranea through the water catchment basin would fall onto the roofs, pavements and roads of the 
proposed development, the steep slopes would result in rapid accumulation of rain water in topologically unfavourable 
sites and would hence result in significant and regular flooding of the local area causing continual and consistent 
damage to property and infrastructure. Community and social fabric: The green fields suggested in Option C form a 
crucial part of Amersham community life as, when the first flakes of snow arrive each year, the whole town flocks there 
to sledge. Even the land owner (the local farmer) turns a blind-eye as the scene on a snowy day resembles one from a 
Christmas card– families having fun together and the whole community interacting in an amicable manner whilst 
partaking in healthy outdoor recreational activities is extremely positive for the whole community. Anyone in the local 
area holds sledging on those very fields as a treasured memory of the local character, to lose this is just a single 
example of the dramatic loss to this local character and is thereby a clear and direct contravention to point 4.17. This 
area is also listed in many walking books as a significant route for hikes around the local area- it would be devastating 
to the trade that walkers bring in to the area's local pubs, restaurants and cafes if these routes were lost to 
development. Fair process, consultation and documentation: Neither ourselves nor our neighbours in Belvedere Close 
were aware of any previous consultations. To include the results of said ‘previous consultation’ therefore biases the 
proposed plan since local residents were represented in neither a fair nor a meaningful nor a successful manner. Thus 
the data included is not representative and, as such, biases the outcomes from the current phase of the consultation 
process. Furthermore, the presentation of the data is either extremely clumsy or deliberately misleading. For example a 
crucial paragraph presenting the data (page 11) begins “22% of all respondents supported option b) and 19% supported 
option c). These options were mainly supported by landowners and developers, 50% supporting b) and 64% supporting 
c).” On initial reading one might fairy assume that, for example, 64% of all landowners supported option c), only on 
more careful reading is it apparent that in fact only 64% of 19%, i.e. 12.2% of all landowners supported option. A fair 
and more accurate representation of the data would have been “22% of all respondents supported option b), of which 
50% (i.e. 11%) of the support was from landowners and developers. 19% of all respondents supported option c), of 
which 64% (i.e. 12%) of the support was from landowners and developers.” The implications of such misrepresentation 
of the data are far reaching and again bias the outcome of the current phase of consultation. Finally, the document is 
confusingly laid out and poorly presented. For example, section 4.5 (pages 10-12) present results of the prior 
consultation in terms of options labelling these options either a)-f) (for Chiltern), or a)-e) (for South Bucks); the 
document then goes on to present a list of different option labelling these A-L. The potential for confusion is significant 
and members of the local community and general public may be more likely to misunderstand the options and their 
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implications (given they are expected to devote significant time and energy to reading them in detail during their 
valuable leisure time). This has resluted in a further bias to the outcomes of the current stage of the consultation. 
Summary: Many of the options proposed would have a highly detrimental and negative effect on the local community, 
its social fabric, its ecology, its wildlife and green space of the Chiltern and South Bucks regions. I can only suggest that 
you proceed with extreme caution, perhaps, first reviewing the consultation process to date to ensure that all biases 
are removed or at least minimised. I do note that as part of the ‘Spatial Strategy Options’ for the Chiltern district the 
previous consultation details an option f) for a new settlement in or near the district. The findings relating to this option 
detail that Aylesbury Vale District Council suggested that such an idea could be considered. Such thinking is bold but, 
with careful positioning of any new settlement, such bold thinking may be a viable route to providing substantial new 
housing whilst mitigating many of the above concerns. However, the proposed options A-L detail no further 
consideration of such an idea. I can only suggest that a lack of vision and leadership has resulted in such bold thinking 
being omitted, no doubt to the detriment of many existing local communities. I do hope that you are to reconsider all 
of your current thinking and that the future of the Local Plan is one which does not ruin the Chiltern nor South Bucks 
districts, their communities, their ecology nor their wildlife. I regard the more efficient and effective use of existing 
built-up areas (option A, in 4.7) to be the only option which would not endanger the social, economic and ecological 
fabric of the districts. If such an option is unable to meet the housing demands imposed upon the districts then I can 
only hope that bold thinking about new settlements in less environmentally and ecologically sensitive areas is 
considered.  

Rep3061 Mrs 
Carol Grant 

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 

The councils consider that 
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the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites.  
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inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. 

Rep3062 Mrs 
Gillian Guidi 

In relation to Question 2 and with regard to HELAA: I live in Stubbs End Close and have the benefit of overlooking the 
fields of Quill Hall Farm and beyond to the Latimer Valley. This is not only designated Green Belt but more importantly 
an Area of Outstanding Beauty. However, I understand that it is being considered as a possible site for development. I 
know how much our community values this area and how much it is appreciated by walkers who use the footpath that 
runs down to the railway line. Children and their families also love to use the steep slope in the winter when we have a 
decent snow fall. (which Mr Sears kindly allows on his land!) In conclusion I wish to register my objection to building on 
this important rural site. 

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

Rep3063 Mr 
Cedric Gobran 

I am responding to Question 2 of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating 
Issues and Options (January-March 2016). 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. 

  

Rep3064 Mr 
Andrew King. 
Rep3065 Mrs 
Angie King 
Rep3267 Sam 
King Rep4147 
Eleanor King 

I am writing in response to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating 
Issues & Options document where responses are to be made before the 14th March 2016. Whilst my postal address is 
Chalfont St Giles I have lived in Little Chalfont for over 20 years and it is on that basis I make the representations below. 
In my view the additional housing development over the last 20+ years has had a detrimental effect to the 
characteristics of Little Chalfont and its community and the quality of life for residents. It is for this reason I object to 
the suggested release of Green Belt land for either residential or employment uses in the vicinity of Little Chalfont. 
Chiltern District Council now has the opportunity in the preparation of this Local Plan (in co-operation with adjoining 
local authorities) to be bold and promote a sustainable Plan that will benefit future generations with no detriment to 
the existing community of Little Chalfont. This opportunity to conceive a sustainable housing and employment Plan 
should be used to stop the perpetual pressures of piecemeal development and release of Green Belt land. CDC needs 
to be bold and adopt a positive position developing a strategy to centralise residential and employment needs in a 
specific area which does not require the release of Green Belt land (eg. Aylesbury Parkway) where the full effects of 
development can be planned in a sustainable way e.g. the provision of sufficient physical and social infrastructure. I 
would however accept the principle of the re-use of ‘brownfield’ land to ensure that the scarce resource of land, where 
previous uses are now uneconomic, be included within the Local Plan to update the relevant residential or employment 
built environment. This re-development must however be undertaken in a sustainable manner and where new 
infrastructure is needed this is included within brownfield redevelopment plans. I confirm my full support to 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.  
 
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          

82 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

representations that have been made within the joint response prepared by The Little Chalfont Parish Council & Little 
Chalfont Community Association. I will not repeat the representations in full in this letter but would like to draw your 
attention specifically to the following: Housing in Little Chalfont Between 2006 and 2014, 307 new properties have 
been approved or built in Little Chalfont. This equates to a 12.4% increase. These developments, together with the 
soon to be occupied donkey field/Harvard Grange have already altered the character of the village, to its detriment, 
and in my view these developments are stretching infrastructure to the limit. Green Belt Green Belt was originally 
designated in 1954 to prevent the outward sprawl of London by keeping land permanently open. The five purposes of 
Green Belt are: · 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. I believe the Green Belt around Little Chalfont is performing these functions. There has to be exceptional 
circumstances to release land from the Green Belt for development and I do not believe this has been demonstrated by 
Chiltern District Council (CDC) with reference to any of the sites located in the vicinity of Little Chalfont for either 
residential or employment uses. I do not believe CDC and/or its consultants have undertaken the exercise in ‘scoring’ 
suggested land to be released from the Green Belt in an objective manner with due skill and care that should be 
afforded such an important exercise. I believe it is CDC’s role to sustainably plan for future generations by formulating a 
plan that delivers the required growth in a sustainable way and not releasing ‘ad hoc’ areas of Green Belt to deal with 
short/medium term needs at the detriment to the existing local community. Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The 
land availability assessment does not take into consideration the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty status. I am of the 
opinion that the 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 of Outstanding Natural Beauty's purpose is to conserve 
and enhance the natural beauty’. In my view those words do not permit large scale housing or industrial development. 
Infrastructure I am aware the local community has expressed a strong opinion that the existing infrastructure is 
inadequate to support the current population levels and any further development would be detrimental to the 
character of the village. I am of the opinion that this infrastructure deficit would undermine the sustainability of any 
proposed housing or employment development. In particular, 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. Such 
increase in traffic can only create more noise and air pollution. The areas I believe where infrastructure has been 
severely put under pressure and could not withstand further development in the Little Chalfont area are: Healthcare, 
Road traffic (Incl.parking), Sports and recreation, Water and waste water, Education, Social care and Waste 
management. In conclusion I ask the Planning Policy Team at Chiltern District Council to consider and reflect the 
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representations made in this letter in their decision making process. You will understand from this letter, 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 understand that there is pressure on councils to find land for development (especially residential), but 
I believe this should be focused on existing brown-field sites or found in areas not recognised as either Green Belt or 
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Any such developments should be undertaken on a planned basis and 
incorporate ALL necessary physical and social infrastructure within the limits of the development. As I understand it 
CDC is being afforded the chance to work with adjoining Authorities to prepare a long term sustainable Plan. It may be 
that where additional housing requirements are required, after redevelopment of brownfield sites, these 
developments may be provided outside CDC. I do not believe there are any ‘special circumstance’ to release Green Belt 
land for development in CDC. Green Belt land is a national asset for current and future generations and I believe CDC 
should be protecting and preserving it. 

Rep3066 Mr 
Christopher 
Hobden 

Green Belt and Green Belt Assessment Green Belt was established over 60 years ago to prevent the outward sprawl of 
London and to prevent infill in the gaps between settlements. It was intended to be a policy of constraint in specific 
areas whilst encouraging growth in others. Hence the relatively straightforward criteria which need to be met for 
parcels of land to be classified as Green Belt. From my background reading on this subject, it is clear that the intent of 
the legislation was for land designated as Green Belt to remain as Green Belt in perpetuity and for local authorities to 
be obligated to protect and enhance Green Belt. The National Planning Policy Framework does not include any basis for 
evaluating how an individual parcel of land contributes to meeting the five Green Belt criteria. The NPPF does however 
provide guidelines on the need for Green Belt boundaries to physical features which are readily recognisable and likely 
to be permanent. In my opinion the Green Belt is a national asset. Whilst there does not appear to be clear government 
strategy on the management of Green Belt, I do not believe it is appropriate for individual authorities, in this case 
Buckinghamshire County Council, to review Green Belt boundaries in isolation and without an assessment of Green Belt 
in London and all the Home Counties. The methodology adopted by Buckinghamshire to assess the how individual 
parcels of land contribute to meeting the five Green Belt criteria starts from this weak foundation. The Part 1 Green 
Belt Assessment is based upon criteria which a reputable consultant has established through its work with a number of 
authorities. The process is relatively objective and logical but neither does it have the backing of government guidance 
and the NPPF nor does it include an opportunity for the local authority to fulfil its obligation to protect and enhance the 
Green Belt i.e. if the parcel of land has not performed well as Green Belt, the local authority should be directed to 
return it to its original standard. My understanding of the results of the consultant’s assessment of the parcels of land 
in and adjacent to Little Chalfont are that the parcels of land all meet one or more of the five Green Belt criteria. I do 
not understand why CDC is now proposing to undertake a Part 2 Green Belt Assessment. For the Part 2 Green Belt 

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          

84 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Assessment, CDC appear to be manipulating the parcels of land to create an opportunity to declare that some land has 
not performed well against the five criteria. The basis of this manipulation has not be declared. The parcels of land are 
significantly smaller than to original parcels but do not correlate to the areas shown in the Issues and Option 
document. More importantly the parcels of land do not have physical features which are readily recognisable and 
permanent. The consultant’s methodology states that the boundaries should be Class A or B roads, railway lines or 
rivers. I take this opportunity to record that four days before the close of the consultation period CDC have published a 
further and different selection of parcels of land for testing under Part 2. The late publication of this document is 
unacceptable and must contravene the CDC Statement on Community Involvement and discriminate against sections of 
the community who do not have access to the internet. The Part 1 Green Belt Assessment confirms that the parcels of 
land in or adjacent to Little Chalfont meet the criteria to be designated as Green Belt. The selection of the parcels of 
land for the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment is not evidence based and appears to be against the NPPF and the 
consultant’s published methodology. Given that the land in or adjacent to Little Chalfont remains designated as Green 
Belt, CDC should adhere to the fifth criteria, namely ‘To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of 
derelict and other urban land’. I urge CDC to utilise the Duty to Cooperate to agree with adjacent authorities for them 
to meet the unmet CDC housing demand. I conclude that there should be no release of Green Belt land for the 
proposed housing and economic developments. Any further attempt to release Green Belt land should be challenged. 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. From the evidence documentation provided, I understand that 72% of CDC is 
designated as AONB. The NPPF is strongly in favour of protection of AONB which has the same level of protection as 
National Parks. The Chiltern AONB is a valuable amenity to local residents and visitors. This is evidenced by the 
estimated 55million leisure visits per year. Increased housing across the country will only increase the demand for this 
asset. The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 defines the purpose of AONB as ‘to conserve and 
enhance natural beauty’ The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 200 places a duty on public bodies to ‘have regard to 
the purpose of AONB’. Any of the proposed large scale housing or economic development of land would be against the 
above duties placed on public bodies. I conclude that the proposed housing and economic developments on AONB land 
would be inappropriate and should be challenged. Options for Development in Green Belt and AONB. The NPPF states 
that that the construction of new buildings should be regarded as “inappropriate” for the Green Belt, although there 
are some exceptions. Online Planning Practice Guidance issued by Government in March 2014 aimed to make clear 
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”. Government Briefing Papers in Jan 2016 state that the NPPF should read as a whole: need alone is not the only 
factor to be considered when drawing up a Local Plan. Based on a full review of the NPPF it is clear to me that the 
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housing and economic developments proposed by CDC would NOT constitute the very special circumstances to permit 
development on Green Belt and AONB parcels of land. I conclude that any of the proposed housing or economic 
developments on Green Belt and AONB would be against the NPPF and government guidance and should be 
challenged. Character of Little Chalfont. Little Chalfont has already shouldered a greater proportion of recent housing 
development than nearby settlements. The Core Strategy makes reference to the District as ‘being very pleasant, 
medium-sized market towns and small villages set in a high quality countryside setting, the majority of it is part of the 
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. There is no desire for wholesale change – rather one of conserving the 
character which exists.’ Any further development in or adjacent to Little Chalfont would significantly alter the character 
of Little Chalfont. I note that the Core Strategy states: 'One of the key elements of the planning system is the 
opportunity it provides for communities to shape the places in which they live.' I have attended public meetings 
relating to this consultation and there was an almost unanimous view that the proposals would significantly alter the 
character of Little Chalfont and would be against the wishes of the vast majority of the community. The community 
rejected the proposals and expressed a clear preference for the retention of all Green Belt and AONB. The CDC Core 
Strategy includes Little Chalfont among the settlements where development could be focussed. I urge the removal of 
Little Chalfont as a main settlement for growth from the Core Strategy. Infrastructure. Little Chalfont is a village and I 
believe it is unique in Chiltern district as being the only settlement which has a Class A main arterial route through the 
village centre. The infrastructure including roads, parking, schools and medical facilities are significantly over stretched. 
Any further development in or adjacent to Little Chalfont would significantly alter the character of Little Chalfont. I 
reject any proposed large scale housing and economic development in or adjacent to Little Chalfont and I urge CDC to 
recognise the potential consequences of developments such as Newland Park on Little Chalfont. Sustainability. In my 
opinion, the Sustainability Appraisal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan is deficient. The Impact Significance 
Matrix is not appropriate for assessing small parcels of land. It forces all scores to be minor or moderate. It does not 
scale or weight the various objectives. For example, I do not believe the loss of cultural heritage and landscape can 
equal gains in transport and housing. The Sustainability Appraisal does not in my opinion adequately take account of 
the AONB status on many of the sites. The Sustainability Appraisal incudes a pre-mitigation assessment for each site. 
Mitigation measures are listed and utilised to identify a post-mitigation assessment for each site. I conclude from a 
review of the mitigation measures that many are unachievable. I note that there are errors in the scores recorded in 
Table 5.1 as they do not correlate with the scores in the main body of the documents. The vast majority of the adverse 
pre-mitigation scores in Table 5.1 are translated into positive scores in Table 5.2 following the application of the 
mitigation measures. I do not understand how sites confirmed by the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment and designated as 
AONB can be demonstrated as being more sustainable after being subjected to large scale housing or economic 
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development. In my opinion the Sustainability Appraisal is not fit for purpose and cannot be used to assess the options 
for development. Options Specific to Little Chalfont. I strongly oppose development of any of the following sites: 
behind Chessfield Park. This is designated as Green Belt and AONB. It has beautiful open landscape and is not subject to 
any urban influence. I have seen a badger, bats and glis glis on this land and these are protected species. The site is 
bordered along the north side by ancient woodland. There is a footpath through the field which gives access to the 
Chess valley and this is in regular use throughout the year. Stony Lane is a narrow winding road. Any change to this 
would only add to the urbanising effect of any development within the site. 
railway. This is designated as Green Belt and is adjacent to AONB land. It has beautiful open landscape and includes 
areas of ancient woodland where bats have been seen. A much used footpath to Chenies crosses the site. The open 
space is used regularly by the families living in the adjacent houses. Lodge Lane is narrow and traffic is often 
constrained by the railway bridge. Any change to this would only add to the urbanising effect of any development 
within the site. 
AONB land. It forms part of the gap between Amersham and Little Chalfont. It has beautiful open landscape and is not 
subject to any urban influence. The land is not considered to be within walking distance of the centre of Little Chalfont 
and therefore if developed, it could be expected to increase the traffic and parking issues currently experienced in Little 
Chalfont. There is no road access to the site and any change to this would only add to the urbanising effect of any 
development within the site. 
The land is not considered to be within walking distance of the centre of Little Chalfont and therefore if developed, it 
could be expected to increase the traffic and parking issues currently experienced in Little Chalfont. 
south of A404 bordering Stony Lane and Church Grove. This is designated as Green Belt and AONB. It has a strong 
unspoilt rural character, is beautiful open landscape and is not subject to any urban influence. Stony Lane and Lodge 
Lane are narrow roads. Any change to these would only add to the urbanising effect of any development within the 
site. Responses to Specific Questions: 1. Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional 
economic market areas used, on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during 
the next stages of the Joint Local Plan process? 1.1. In my opinion CDC is distinct from the adjacent areas in that it has 
72% of land designated as ANOB. In my opinion Chiltern district should be a separate HMA and FEMA. 1.2. The HEDNA 
does not consider a needs assessment at any granularity below district council level. In my opinion the basis of 
calculating the OAHN could be demonstrated as being not applicable to Chiltern district. Housing demand in Little 
Chalfont is based upon it being an ‘aspirational’ place to live. 1.3. I have reviewed the population forecast for Chiltern 
district. I note that that the population statistics for Chiltern district are relatively static for the period 1981 to 2001 
after which there is an increase in the period 2001 to 2011. The forecast population growth is however based upon a 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

87 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

projection of the period 2001 to 2011. The use of this short baseline may well overestimate the population growth 
forecast for Chiltern district. 1.4. I have been unable to identify the needs assessment work planned to be undertaken 
during the next stages of the Local Plan process so I have not been able to comment on this aspect. 2. Do you have any 
comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and 
whether additional sites should be added? In my opinion none of the sites identified can be classed as deliverable. 2.1. 
The sites meet the Green Belt criteria, many are designated as ANOB or border ANOB such that development should be 
considered to be inappropriate and would cause harm to Green Belt and ANOB. 2.2. The current infrastructure levels 
will not support further development. 2.3. The Sustainability Appraisal if properly assessed would demonstrate that 
development is unsustainable. 3. Are there existing uses 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? 3.1. No comment. 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. For the reasons recorded above, I believe the objectives of the Core Strategy 
should be upheld. 4.1. The Local Plan should be influenced by the views of the community and Little Chalfont should 
not be classed as a main settlement for growth. 4.2. The Local Plan vision should continue to include the statement that 
the District is considered as ‘being very pleasant, medium-sized market towns and small villages set in a high quality 
countryside setting, the majority of it is part of the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. There is no desire for 
wholesale change – rather one of conserving the character which exists.’ 5. What spatial strategy option or options do 
you think the council should consider and what should be the priority order? Are there any other spatial strategy 
options that the Joint Plan should consider and why? 5.1. No comment. 6. Do you have comments on individual options 
generally or specific settlements/ site options that could be part of these options? 6.1. Option A: Generally supported. 
6.2. Option B: Generally supported. 6.3. Option C: I object strongly to this option. 6.4. Option D: No comment. 6.5. 
Option E: No comment. 6.6. Option F: No comment. 6.7. Option G: Acceptable in principle but subject to identification 
of the specific sites. 6.8. Option H: No comment 6.9. Option I: Subject to the proviso that development can be achieved 
without the declassification of Green Belt or ANOB. 6.10. Option J: I strongly object to this option. 6.11. Option K: No 
comment 6.12. Option L: No comment 7. Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in 
Chiltern/South Bucks? 7.1. CDC and SBDC have an obligation to cooperate with the adjacent authorities to meet the 
unmet needs. 8. Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing 
need? 8.1. No comment. 9. Do you have any comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers 
and Travelling Showpeople? 9.1. The need 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 
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Green Belt. I would object to the identification of travellers sites on Green Belt land. 10. How do you think the Joint 
Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? 10.1. 
No comment. 11. Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local heritage assets, how 
heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community? 11.1. Green Belt and AONB are our most 
important heritage. 12. Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and 
if so why is the heritage asset important locally? 12.1. War memorial adjacent to Little Chalfont village green. 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 ask for the following to be designated as Local Green Space in the new Local Plan. 
Little Chalfont Nature Park;   ound Cavendish Close bordered 
to the north by Elizabeth Avenue (this is thought to be in the ownership of Paradigm); 
(adjacent to St. Aidan’s Catholic Church);The lawn area to the front of the GE Healthcare building in the centre of the 
village;  
including the small wood between Amersham Way and Church Grove; and 
Retreat. 14. Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? 14.1. I support the Nature Park off Cokes Lane and the 
plan for a new Community Centre to replace the current village hall in Cokes Lane. 15. Do you have a view on the scope 
of policies proposed set out in Appendix 7? 15.1. The specific policies on Green Belt and ANOB should encompass the 
NPPF requirements. The policy MUST confirm the desire to retain all Green Belt and AONB and to protect and enhance 
Green Belt and ANOB. 16. Do you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure 
needs or issues and CIL? 16.1. No comment. 17. Do you have any other points you would like the Council to take into 
account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the 
new Joint Local Plan will need to address? 17.1. See above. Conclusion. It is my 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’. I reject any proposal to undertake any significant housing or 
economic development in or immediately adjacent to Little Chalfont. I urge Chiltern District Council to fulfil its 
obligations to protect and enhance the Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  

Rep3067 Miss 
Ria Pandya 

I live with my parents in Loudhams Wood Lane in Little Chalfont Village and my road is directly impacted by the 
proposals for development. Given the negative impact, I am writing to oppose the proposals for redevelopment in and 
around Little Chalfont, including those for the former golf course. I am very concerned that these proposals are 
considering any development on green belt land at all. Planning guidelines state “The fundamental aim of Green Belt 
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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. Before 
building on green belt it is essential that all non-green belt land alternatives are properly considered– this is definitely 
not the case in the south east let alone the whole of England. Your plans also contradict your own guidelines, which 
refer “to the importance of green belt to avoid towns merging”. Little Chalfont village and Chorleywood will become so 
close that your own proposals impact these very guidelines. 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. There have already been huge impacts in the areas and local 
infrastructure from recent redevelopments. There has been a huge 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 
and it takes ages to get anywhere in the morning and evening traffic. This has an impact on the side roads which have 
become so busy as people use them as short cuts. These roads and those surrounding them house many families, and 
children are at greater risk of accidents as a result. Further development will lead to more congestion as the cut-
throughs become even more dangerous for local school children like myself. The tube and trains are also terribly busy. I 
take the train to school and I often stand as I cannot get a seat. I am already 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 my school. Your proposals will only make this 
problem much worse. Continue expansion in such a limited area will just add to the difficulties that people like myself 
face on a daily basis. People living in new developments at the edges of the village will also need to use the shops and 
services in the village. Its already so busy around the shops with 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 is 
not able to 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 Beauty (AONB). These AONB areas are the very reason that my parents and I 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 while walking 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 
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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, 
like me, 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 it will be even more difficult to get an 
appointment. I fully appreciate the need for more housing. I will need a home of my own in time 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 those more vulnerable 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. 

Rep3068 Huub 
Dierx and 
Claire Rose 

With regard to Question 2 of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating 
Issues and Options (January - March 2016), I would like to inform you that I have strong objections against the proposal 
to make the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden available for residential development. The village of 
Great Missenden 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. 

  

Rep3069 
Master Rishi 
Pandya 

I live with my parents in Loudhams Wood Lane in Little Chalfont Village and I am writing to oppose the proposals for 
redevelopment in and around Little Chalfont, including those for the former golf course. I am very concerned that these 
proposals are considering any development on green belt land at all. Planning guidelines say 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”. Your proposals contradict the key principle of permanence. 
Before building on green belt it is essential that all non-green belt land alternatives are properly considered– this must 
be across the whole of England. It is critical that green belt land is preserved. Your plans also contradict your own 
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guidelines, which refer “to the importance of green belt to avoid towns merging”. Little Chalfont village and 
Chorleywood will become so close that your own proposals will be contradicted. Instead of “safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment” you are planning to extend and increase “unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas” 
again a contradiction of your own guidelines. Regarding Little Chalfont in particular, I have a number of concerns. There 
have already been huge impacts in the areas and local infrastructure from recent redevelopments. There has been a 
great increase in the volumes of traffic on the A404 passing through Little Chalfont Village. The roads are often 
standstill through to Amersham during peak times and it takes ages to get anywhere in the morning and evening traffic. 
It takes almost 40 minutes to get from my home to my school in Chesham Bois compared to 10 minutes at other times. 
This has an impact on the side roads which have become so busy as people use them as short cuts. These roads and 
those surrounding them house many families, and children are at greater risk of accidents as a result. Further 
development will lead to more congestion as the cut-throughs become even more dangerous for school children like 
myself. More people will mean more cars in Little Chalfont which means greater levels of pollution. Children like me 
and my school friends are more likely to suffer adverse reactions from increased air pollution which makes running and 
cycling on the local roads around me very unhealthy. More people living in the area means less availability of schools, 
doctors and dentists. It’s already difficult to get an appointment with the doctor and dentist, and with even more 
people that will make it near impossible. I will need a home of my own when I grow up but I don’t think it is fair to have 
homes built in areas which destroy the green belt and AONB which ultimately make it even more difficult to live well. 
Please stop these proposals for redevelopment on green belt land and on the former golf course in Little Chalfont 
village. 
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Rep3070 Mr 
Marcus 
Vassiliou 

17. Regarding Appendix 5 – Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt – Little Chalfont – I 
have the following objections to the site shown either side of the A404 on the eastern edge of the map. My concern 
with the proposal as it stands is that it seems to cut a swathe through the Green Belt land and also the Area of 
Outsanding Natural Beauty, which is an irreplaceable resource to the surrounding communities. It is my understanding 
that the Green Belt was, in itself, intended to provide a buffer to urban development, rather than provide a land bank 
for sprawling expansion. With the errosion of the AONB and the Green Belt land within it, I fear for future generations 
who will find the area not at all recognisable from the diversely beautiful environment we enjoy today. Moreover, 
many of the footpaths and byeways within the proposed expansion are vital arteries of communication for villagers 
who don't have pavements or cycle paths to get around from Chenies to Little Chalfont or Chorleywood. These walks 
connect communities and to block them off with commercial premises could seriously isolate people Chenies and 
Latimer. The other concern is with the sustainability of such commercial propery space in an area where the 
infrastcucture simply doesn't support it. Traffic on the A404 is already extemely heavy and vulnerable to even minor 
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incidents, which can cause huge delays and congestion, with knock on affects for surrounding areas. With no 
alternative routes available to absorb any additional traffic between Little Chalfont and Junction 18 of the M25 and 
also, in the other direction towards the M40 at Beaconsfield, I fail to see how a significant increase in commercial traffic 
is sustainable on roads which already are stretched beyond their intended capacity. 

settlements.  

Rep3071 Mr 
Derek Bryan 

Q.1 No comment Q.2 Whilst the draft HELAA identifies possible Green Belt sites, many of these will present delivery 
problems due to construction and tunnelling work resulting from the HS2 project between the M25 and Amersham. 
This will be covered in more detail in 4 below. Q.3 No comment Q.4 The tunnel and vent holes for HS2 will pass under 
areas shown on the Chalfont St Peter & Gerrards Cross, Chalfont St Giles and Amersham maps. There will be massive 
traffic congestion and disruption from construction traffic between 2017 - 2026 in all these areas. Q.5 A combination of 
Spatial Strategy Options a) to f) should be considered. Q.6 I am totally opposed to Option B involving any change to 
current ERASC areas which must be preserved. para 7.6 I am also opposed to Option G involving any release of Green 
Belt land at the Epilepsy Centre and the area between Denham Lane & Chiltern Hill/Ellis Avenue (Chalfont Heights) 
Chalfont St Peter. This Green Belt area adjacent to Chalfont Heights is used extensively daily by local residents for 
recreation and walking. Chalfont St Peter is currently gridlocked daily morning and evening with school/business traffic. 
There will soon be more cars to come from the 200 houses approved but not built at the Holy Cross Convent site. The 
village will not be able to handle additional traffic if many more houses are built on the proposed Green Belt land. The 
village sewerage system is not fit for purpose, overflows at times and is unable to cope with sewage from additional 
houses. Parking spaces are limited and difficult to find, schools, doctors' surgeries are near to capacity and there is 
limited public transport. Option K is also unacceptable for further office/business development in Chalfont St Peter and 
Chalfont Park as that too will inevitably add further traffic, increasing gridlock in the village each morning and evening. 
With traffic unable to move and no parking spaces the shopkeepers of the village will lose business and more shops will 
close. This Domesday village will not be able to survive such growth and will become a congested urban sprawl and we 
will lose our local shops and open, recreational spaces. Q.7 More effort should be made to liaise with other adjacent 
councils to explore opportunities for development together. Q.8 No comment Q.9 Gypsies & Travellers should be 
accommodated away from residential areas wherever possible. Q.10 Affordable Specialist Elderly Care facilities must 
be developed as part of this plan as this requirement as this will become an ever increasing need. Q.11 Chalfont St 
Peter dates from the 11th Century and particular effort must be made to preserve its heritage and avoid losing the 
historic character of the village. Q.12 I suggest that contact and co-operation with Celfunde Inheritance (Councillor Mrs 
L M Smith) is important for all local heritage assets relating to Chalfont St Peter. Q.13 The area between Denham Lane 
and Chiltern Hill/Ellis Avenue (Chalfont Heights) suggested for removal from Green Belt protection should be 
designated as a Local Green Space. Q.14 Most of the Chalfont Heights Estate is currently designated as an ERASC. THis 
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is precisely what is proposed in 7.6 by reflecting the characteristics and needs of this particular area, Please ensure that 
this specific ERASC is retained and preserved. Q.15 No comment Q.16 No comment Q.17 No other points 

Rep3072 Miss 
Charlotte 
Morgan 

Question 8-Revaluate how people can be helped to afford housing that is already built and is laying empty as it is seen 
as unaffordable. It is currentlly thought that there are 1 million empty homes across the country-what are councils 
doing to ensure that these homes become lived in? Question 17: As a resident of Chenies I am very concerned about 
the 'sprawl' that would be created by the proposed developments. In order to preserve the individual feel of Little 
Chalfont and Chenies it is vital that the natural boundaries remain in place-especially to preserve the rural character of 
our village. The council should be working to preserve the historical nature of the Stony and Lodge Lane areas that is 
farmed by Chenies Manor. Taking this land would be a loss to agriculuture but could also make the remaining land 
unviable as farm land. Proposed development would also have a negative impact on the views across the Chess Valley 
that is enjoyed not only by local residents but the many tourists who visit here each week. There has been no 
consideration taken regarding the ability of current infastructure to support these proposed plans-the A404 is already 
heaviliy congested in the morning and evening rush hours and any development would only exacebate the issue. To be 
considering the removal of green belt land and AONBs is a travesty. The councils should be working to evaluate how 
current developments and brown field sites can be used more effectively rather than creating new developments that 
would take away so much of what makes this area so very worth protecting. 

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.  

Rep3073 Mr 
Simon Goodes 

The strategic Green Belt option for further testing relating to Chesham is entirely unworkable. The transport and 
sewerage infrastructure cannot cope with the current usage levels. To add the quantity of homes indicated would bring 
further gridlock to the area. In addition the area for strategic employment options along the Ashley Green Road would 
only exacerbate the transport chaos which frequently descends on Chesham. Even the Metropolitan Line trains during 
the morning rush hour (only 2 per hour) are extremely busy with no spare seats available Consideration should be 
given to expanding the areas of search for strategic Green Belt options in the Amersham area which benefits from far 
better transport infrastructure. The road links in and out of Amersham are better and less busy than those of Chesham 
where the hills and older buildings contribute to funnelling traffic through narrow areas. Amersham has a considerably 
more frequent commuter train service into London. The use of Green Belt land could be alleviated by restricting the 
development of large properties in the area. There is a surfeit of houses of 3 bedrooms or more on the property 
market, but smaller houses of 1 or 2 bedrooms are in very short supply. Developers should only receive planning 
approval for smaller houses in existing built up areas. The Green Belt was set up to contain the continued urban sprawl. 
It would be corporate vandalism by local authorities to permit development of the Green Belt. 

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

Rep3075 Mr & 
Mrs John and 

Land between Longbottom Lane and Beech Lane Jordans Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, 
particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites 
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Nicola Hayes should be added? The importance of smaller sites of say 5-10 dwellings should be encouraged and supported. This 
scale of site are often the most readily deliverable as they require less supporting infrastructure. In addition, such sites 
are often located within existing built up areas rather than on the edge of settlements further away from services and 
facilities. Therefore, looking forward over the plan period the Councils should ensure enough flexibility for windfall sites 
to come forward. A greater number of smaller sites over the plan period reduces the risk of sites not being delivered on 
time. The plan will need to reflect the above mentioned forthcoming changes in national policy in order to be 
considered ‘sound’ in compliance with paragraph 182 of the NPPF – ‘consistent with national policy’. Question 5: What 
spatial strategy options 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? Question 6: Do you have 
comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options? The 
below responds to both Questions 5 & 6 Spatial Strategy Option F is strongly supported which proposes 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. Particular support is given to removing Jordans from the 
Green Belt. Jordans is a particularly sustainable settlement as it is served by Seer Green railway station (Chiltern Line – 
30 minutes to London Marylebone and 8minutes to Highwycombe). The very close proximity of Jordans to Beaconsfield 
(C.2miles) also means that residents do not have to travel far to access a wide range of services and facilities. By 
removing Jordans from the Green Belt will better enable a number of small sites to come forward for development. 
Such development will be of great benefit to the settlement bringing in new people which will help to ensure the future 
viability of local services and facilities. Support is also given to Option H which would review the scope for allowing 
limited development within villages and generally built up frontages within the Green Belt. A more flexible approach is 
clearly required here as the constraining nature of current policy has been to the detriment of a number of villages who 
have witnessed a decline in services and facilities, due to static or declining local populations. Such a policy should 
encourage sites of up to 10 dwellings to come forward in Green Belt settlements. We also support Option J which 
would be in addition to other options and allow additional sustainable growth options in built up areas and/or in the 
Green Belt close to train stations – Chesham, Great Missenden, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Seer Green, Iver and 
Taplow. However, Jordans should also be included on this list, if it is not already via proximity to Seer Green, as the 
station relates as much to the village of Jordans as it does to Seer Green. Allowing more small scale developments 
within existing Green Belt settlements will result in a strategy which impacts far less on the purposes of including land 
in the Green Belt. Small scale appropriately sited and designed development in villages such as Jordans, will be an 
evidently more sustainable option than some of the ‘Built Area Extension Options’ being considered for areas such as 
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Little Chalfont. The capacity for Green Belt settlements to accommodate development should be maximised in order to 
protect the scale of development needed elsewhere in open countryside where the impact upon the openness of the 
Green Belt is far greater. Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7 
(Development management policies)? It is agreed that the Councils development management policies require review 
in order to make them consistent with the NPPF and NPPG and in line with the emerging Joint Local Plan policy 
approach. Comments on specific proposed policies are shown below: Settlement Hierarchy. As discussed above it is 
considered that due to a number of factors Jordans should be defined as a sustainable settlement excluded from the 
Green Belt, of the same standing as Seer Green to which it is closely related. It is currently unintelligible to have two 
similar settlements so close together with different policy approaches operating for consideration of development 
proposals. Development in the Green Belt. As discussed above the village of Jordans should be removed from the 
Green Belt and this policy should reflect this approach. Development in the Green Belt should reflect NPPF policy. 
Infilling within Rows of Development within the Green Belt. It is critical that this policy is developed to be consistent 
with paragraph 89 of the NPPF. The policy will also need to be consistent with forthcoming changes to the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) including a presumption in favour of smaller sites, and a requirement for Councils to 
have a positive policy on windfall applications. The policy should be flexible enough to allow sites to realistically come 
forward for development within Green Belt settlements. Suggested policy wording is shown below: Within Green Belt 
settlements (as defined on the Proposals Map) suitable frontage and limited infill development will be encouraged for 
schemes of 10 dwellings or less where: -The design and layout of development is consistent with the local pattern of 
development. - The site is in a location which has good access to local transport networks; -The site is located within 
walking distance to frequent and sustainable public transport to serve the proposed development.  

Rep3076 Mr 
Michael 
Naylor-Smith 

I am writing in response to the consultation plan for development in the Chess Valley and in the areas surrounding the 
town of Little Chalfont. As someone soon to enter the property ladder, I understand that there is a severe shortage of 
newly built homes in this country. However, this is no justification for building without constraint. I would like to say 
that I believe the plan to be wholly inappropriate given the nature of the area. Whilst not an exhaustive list of points, 
here are a few reasons why I believe the plan should not go ahead: 1) If an overall area such as the Chess Valley is 
defined by the report as meeting the criteria to be considered Green Belt, that is likely due to a set of characteristics 
spread across that area of land. To then reconsider the region not as one area, but as smaller parcels of land, utterly 
ignores the point that one small parcel area of land cannot satisfy all the conditions required to be Green Belt - 
certainly not those parcels of land at the extremities of the overall area. The consultation report sets a precedent by 
which the outer parcels can be built on because they border roads, low density housing and suchlike. Once they have 
been built on, this makes the next set of parcels of land on the border vulnerable. Clearly this opens the possibility of a 
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recursive process leading inevitably to building developments across much of the overall area, despite it being 
considered strong Green Belt land. Parceling the land and ignoring the value of each parcel to the strength of the 
overall Green Belt land is moving the goalposts to justify a building project, rather than a true evaluation of the area, 
and cannot be considered valid logic by which a decision to affect the whole Green Belt region can be made. 2) Many of 
the choices of plots of land for development have been made with little understanding of the area. For example, the 
proposed development near Stony Lane is not bounded by major transport links or natural borders as would usually be 
the case to allow a development. Instead, a piece of land has been chosen in the middle of a wooded area serviced only 
by a minor road, one that is avoided by all locals due to its reputation for being difficult to drive and exit and is only 
used as a cut-through between the two major roads. At either end of this road are two difficult junctions on fast 
moving roads with high levels of through traffic - adding a significant number of homes on Stony Lane will cause severe 
traffic bottlenecks and put an additional strain on the few major roads in the area. 3) One key purpose of Green Belt 
land is to protect the borders between towns and regions by creating “breathing space", allowing local communities to 
preserve their identities and to ensure that the urban coverage in the countryside does not become unbroken. Several 
of the proposed building developments threaten the land between Little Chalfont and Latimer, and Little Chalfont and 
Chalfont St. Giles. 4) Local amenities in Little Chalfont and the surrounding towns are already working at full capacity. 
Parking at the shops on Little Chalfont high street is rarely anything but full, and local schools are oversubscribed even 
before applicants from outside the area are considered. The town has already recently accepted one housing 
development off Bell Lane - primarily because it used land not considered part of the Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty (next to the train line) and was located close to the border with Amersham. The influx of residents from this 
development was tough enough for the town to absorb, and there is no more capacity for further increases in the local 
population. 5) Lastly, the Chess Valley and the surrounding area is considered an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. It 
contains Chenies Manor (which has hosted royalty), Latimer House, Latimer Park Farm which resides on the site of a 
Roman Villa and much more. These important local landmarks fit into the idyllic countryside and form parts of the 
“Chess Valley Walk” which is so highly regarded. The imposition of building developments in place of the wooded areas 
and peaceful natural landscape is unacceptable to those who value the valley. Moreover, at the heart of the valley is 
the River Chess, an important chalk river that already suffers badly in this era of climate change and greater 
urbanisation. Increased surface run-off from developments on the banks of the valley would only serve to worsen the 
state of this important river. I hope I have made it clear that this proposed plan for development in the region is not 
appropriate. This is a feeling shared by the overwhelming majority of local residents - indeed the meeting at the local 
town hall in response was so busy not all who came could fit in the building. If it weren’t for the lack of public 
notification of this plan by the relevant authorities, the numbers would have been even higher. Please make the right 
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choice and recognise that this region cannot support a development like the one proposed. Little Chalfont should be 
removed from the shortlist of main settlements for growth. 

Rep3077 Mrs 
Galia Beech 

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. I 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 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. I 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 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. Parcel 57b No comment. 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, 
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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 I 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 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 I 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 I agree that unused employment sites, particularly unoccupied offices unused 
for over 10 years, could be considered for alternative use rather than remain employment sites. I 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 
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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) but it is clear and I think certain that significant environmental damage will result 
from development on this site. I 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. I 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 sustainability. I 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 
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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. LOCAL PLAN QUESTIONS. Question 1 – Comment on HEDNA. I 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 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 
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CD129 and 130 are currently sites on the Epilepsy Society site. Both sites have existing C2 use which must remain. I 
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 
homes. Site CD132 could be considered for green belt release subject to certain conditions and I believe this should be 
taken further to the next stage. Site CD169 has been rejected as a well performing designated employment site so I 
maintain that this consistency of approach should be maintained in relation to land at the Epilepsy Society site and 
elsewhere. Site CD291 and CD292 I 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. I 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 I 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. I 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 I 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 
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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 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 I 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 
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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 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 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 
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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 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). 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. I 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 
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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 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. 
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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. I 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 
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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 (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. Question 15 – Scope of Policies. No comment 
at this stage. Question 16 – Infrastructure. No detailed comments at this stage save that it is clear in respect of Chalfont 
St Peter that there are significant constraints in relation to infrastructure delivery for all of the reasons mentioned 
throughout our response.  

Rep3078 Mrs 
Janet Luddy 

Having lived in Chalfont St Peter for 28 years I have seen many changes with a fair share of new development. Recently 
the Holy Cross site, Newlands park and The epilepsy centre development.These should be taken into account Chalfont 
has no train station to service any further new developments. The bus service is erratic and unreliable Traffic especially 
around the high street is a problem at peak times with narrow streets and parking The local schools are full or nearly at 
capacity. Drainage especially in the centre is a problem which open raw sewage backing up in the centre of the village. 
Mill Meadow especially is an important and much used public amenity and feature in the village.Used by both young 
and old. Chalfont St Peter football club is based there as well as youth football on Mill Meadow. Chalfont St Peter 
academy uses it for school PE and has no other options in which to deliver an effective curriculum It connects with the 
South Bucks Way The community centre provides an important meeting place ,the main one in the village for many 
local clubs and events The allotments are well used Chalfont St Peter tennis club is also based there. The loss of these 
amenties in the centre of the village would be devastating and can not be moved to another site on the village edge 
where they are less accessible to the community The Misbourne river often floods in the winter Previous local plans 
have always emphasised the importance of protecting this site I understand some development is needed and I believe 

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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Raylands Farm is a suitable site with access from the A40. Some development could be possible around Newlands Park 
but new roads and services would need to be added maybe diverting traffic towards Maple Cross and M25 links to 
mitigate the need for extra traffic in the village centre. The A413 is a natural green corridor and as many of the 
industrial and business premises are unoccupied even now there seem no further need for more I urge you to also look 
at brown fields sites as an alternative and help us preserve the heart and character of our village. 

Rep3079 Mrs 
Wendy Light 

I would like to object to the designation of the proposed sites on Green Belt land in your latest Local Plan for Chalfont 
St Peter on the basis of environmental concerns, because the infrastructure would not be able to cope with additional 
development and because, despite all proposals for many new dwellings, there are no concrete proposals for extra 
schools and medical care, amonst other things. The five principles on which green belt areas are based should be borne 
in mind. 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. 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, which is at bursting point as far as numbers and space are concerned. 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 done together with the development of appropriate infrastructure and transportation 
services.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. In addition, 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. All these additional families/individuals will also require medical care. How/where will this be 
provided? With respect to a specific site, 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. There is a strong 
feeling here that these plans are tick-box measures passed down from central government and rubber-stamped by 
more local bureaucrats with no real concern for the local community as it stands. Please reconsider your plans to be 
more sympathetic with the needs of the local environment and 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.  

Rep3080 Mr In response to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) incorporating issues and   
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David 
Hollander 

Options (‘The Plan’) please not that I am aware of the data protection statement and please see below my response 
Firstly, I request that any green belt owned by Chiltern District Council be protected from all future development and 
any ‘change of use’. Secondly I would like to make it clear that I feel very strongly about protecting all areas that are 
within the AONB. They contain rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfil their existing 
classification as An Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. Some 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 others will 
cause ridiculous levels of congestion in two villages that are not blessed with parking for their limited shopping 
facilities. Finally, I am particularly concerned about the plans to dump so much development in Little Chalfont and 
Chalfont St Giles, thereby protecting the area around Amersham from similar development. It is my contention that 
CDC is trying to burden these centres with housing but no other infrastructure development to encourage commerce 
and protect AONB in Amersham, which is bad for the environment and existing communities. CDC is already developing 
Little Chalfont as a main area of growth, having suffered more than double the development of Amersham and this is 
disgraceful, especially since the local community cannot sustain it and the plans for this are poor. 

Rep3081 Mr 
Colin Robb 

I would like to object to the release of green belt land surrounding little Chalfont on several grounds I believe thee is a 
lack of infrastructure to support such a growth in the community, There is a lack of schools to cope with the increase, 
Clement Danes has recently had plans to expand their sixth form approved without regard to where the increase in six 
formers are going to park which already places a strain in the surrounding community and increases poor road visibility 
and safety, Shops in the are already inadequate for the present demand, there is a lack of adequate parking to shop 
now in Little Chalfont The roads in the Little Chalfont area are already clogging up with miles of traffic around rush hour 
and also at times during the weekend. The much needed pedestrian crossing at Rickmansworth Road/ Common Road is 
about to make this traffic problem much worst with out any increase in traffic, parking for the rail system is also 
currently inadequate and will not cope with the increase in commuters. At present the local authorities do not have 
adequate resources to maintain the existing roads many of which at the time of writing this have there annual pot 
holes many of which are dangerous and when finally repaired at budget cost rather than a full hard surface repair will 
return next year. To summarise the authorities do not cope with the maintenance of the roads with the present traffic 
so will not cope with a large increase in traffic Large scale building works cause other environmental impact such as 
flooding, many locals have first hand experience of local flooding and the authorities in ability to cope with floods. One 
of many examples is the flooding at green street which took years to make any progress with despite many cars being 
written off and at least one life threaten incident when a baby strapped to a car seat was stuck in a very deep flood The 
general beauty of the area, with its fields , woods, wild life are enjoyed by all at present and have been the attraction of 
wanting to live in this area potentially about to be lost . Many have strived to locate to this area knowing its protection 
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under the Green Belt, this is far from an ideal location to release from the green belt, for these reasons I strongly 
object. 

Rep3082 Mr 
Robin Spencer 

This response addresses the Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt section of the 
Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options (the "Plan 
Consultation") with respect to Chesham, (the "Area"). It encompasses responses to questions 13-17 of the Plan 
Consultation. On behalf of myself and my wife Candida Spencer and our adult children Samuel Spencer and Freya 
Spencer (who all reside at Larksdell Barn, Vale Road). I would make the following points: 1. Francis Wood (OS 165 Map 
reference SP941029), which appears to be included in the western part of the Area, as set out in the map of Chesham 
at Appendix 5 to the Plan Consultation, is classed as Ancient Woodland, being land which has been continuously 
wooded since at least 1600 AD, based on reasonably accurate historical information. Ancient Woodlands, such as 
Francis Wood, represent the nation's richest wildlife habitats, which cover less than 2% of the UK's land area, and are 
irreplaceable. They are often home to rare and threatened species of animals and plants (reference: 
https;//sites.google.com). 2. Furthermore, Francis Wood is an important and significant local amenity for residents of 
Chesham, in particular for the many dog walkers (and is a refuge for both mammalian wildlife (badgers and deer) and 
birdlife). Red kites and owls are often seen patrolling over the wood as are corvine species. 3. Vale Road and Nashleigh 
Hill, which bound the southern end of the Area, are unsuitable for the traffic that would be generated by any additional 
industrial units in the vicinity, with its attendant noise and pollution. In particular, Vale Road leading towards Hawridge 
and Cholesbury, is very narrow and will not take two heavy vehicles travelling in opposite directions. At rush hour, 
there are already significant delays leaving Vale Road for Berkhamsted Road in the direction of Chesham Town Centre 
with tailbacks up Nashliegh Hill. This would be exacerbated by additional traffic. The steep gradient of Nashleigh Hill 
also causes heavy lorries to lose speed when travelling towards Ashley Green, resulting in significant tailbacks behind 
them. 4. The southern end of the Area includes a recreation ground which is a valuable local amenity for both children 
and adults, which should not be lost to industrial units. 5. In summary the building of industrial units in the area would 
destroy a significant amenity for the residents of Chesham, the possible destruction of an area of ancient woodland, as 
well a causing additional traffic congestion on north Chesham's already crowded roads. There must surely be better 
sites for the for the location of such units. I would also add that the first I heard of this consultation and tomorrow's 
end date was, by word of mouth via my wife, late last week. Our response was therefore put together with a measure 
of haste. Why were local residents not informed of the consultation by post when the subject matter of the 
consultation is so important to them? 

  

Rep3083 Mr 
Robin 

I have lived in my current house in Little Chalfont for 19 years and we are surrounded by Green Belt land under threat 
from your consultation plan –in particularly we are concerned about developments at Homestead Farm on Burton’s 
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Jewsbury Lane, adjoining Loudhams Wood Lane, whose lands comes up against our rear garden. The field is Green Belt. The field 
has considerable wild life with bats, muntjac, glis, rabbits, badgers, foxes and a most wonderful supply of rare 
butterflies (Red Admirals and others) and bumble bees. This field also provides a buffer between Long Walk and 
Loudhams Wood Lane, to give a rural feel to this area, and prevent a continuous stretch of development between Little 
Chalfont and Chalfont St Giles. I am also concerned about the possibility of building on the former Little Chalfont Golf 
Course, off Lodge Lane. It also has considerable rare wildlife and provides a much needed area of green space in the 
increasingly congested village. These comments relate to various elements of Q1-17 of your consultation. The Green 
Belt is there to protect the environment and wildlife for future generations. The Green Belt was created in 1954 to 
prevent the outward sprawl of London. 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 the objectives for over 60 years. Once lost, Green 
Belt can never be regained. We therefore have a duty to protect it, and the Council should therefore resist any attempt 
to see it released. Rare wildlife under Threat The field at the bottom of our garden and part of Homestead farm and the 
former Little Chalfont Golf Course contain considerable rare wildlife – which would be under threat of the Green Belt 
status were released. We regularly see bats, muntjacs, rabbits, squirrels and considerable wild insect life in the form of 
rare butterflies and wild bumble bees. We believe the habitat for bats in particular is protected and as such any 
disturbance would be illegal. Little Chalfont seems over-targeted by new developments in recent times and by this 
consultation document In the past few years we’ve had considerable new housing developments at Bell Lane and more 
latterly the Donkey Field off Burtons Lane near our house, which will now house the Harvard Grange Development. 
These developments have put considerable strain on the village facilities and shopping, parking and traffic. This is to 
the extent the council has correctly increased the double yellow lines on Burtons lane – to which we’re grateful to the 
council. However, even further developments would cause yet more disruption and congestion to the extent it would 
become intolerable to the current residents. There is no time of day, for example, when you can easily park at the 
Parade shops in Little Chalfont and the congestion is significant at all times of the day – I cannot imagine what would 
happen if the parcels in your consultation document were developed. 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. Despite the increased usage of brown 
field developments, this is not exhausted in the South East as a whole. Buckinghamshire should not be made to give up 
Green field sites because of government targets. Other Areas that I am concerned about My family enjoy walking in the 
Chess Valley and we see that the sections straddling the A404 are under threat. The Chess Valley is a real asset to the 
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community. People also from London come out to this area on the Metropolitan Line / Chiltern Line or drive out at 
week-ends. 

Rep3085 Mr 
David Sawyer 

I have really just one comment to make concerning the encroachment of housing in to Green Belt area. Whilst I 
understand the need to consider further housing I would ask that you refrain from building in the Amersham Old Town 
triangle of land bordered by Whielden Street, Amersham by-pass and Piggotts Orchard. This green space is most 
frequently used by many out walking, particularly but not exclusively with dogs. It provides vital green space for those 
living in houses quite adjacent and for local wildlife (eg red kites are often seen diving for food). I am old enough to 
recall the bypass enquiry in the 1980's and before that when cattle would be out on the fields. One of the key concerns 
then was about possible future housing infill between the Old Town boundary and the bypass - we were given 
assurances that this would not be the case (this related to the entire bypass length). There is already much disquiet 
over the HS2 Amersham vent not that far away along Whielden Street. I would hope that the green belt is maintained 
in this well-used green space and as much as can be possible within our local area. 

  

Rep3086 Mrs 
Linda 
Campbell 

We are writing to strongly object to the proposals put forward in the Emerging Local Plan identifying areas of green belt 
across the Chilterns for potential development. We are especially concerned with the area highlighted on the 
Amersham map for Blackwell Stubbs Wood and surrounding fields. As well as being Green Belt this area falls into 
AONB. We firmly consider therefore that this area should be safeguarded. We need to protect our wonderful and 
diverse countryside whilst preserving wildlife and flora and fauna. Specifically, Blackwell Stubbs Wood is an ancient 
wood land and is identified as such by the Woodland Trust. The wood has always been enjoyed by local walkers and 
residents alike. Such development would have a catastrophic effect on animal and plant life and any development here 
would decimate this unique landscape. It goes without saying that such a development would have a huge impact on 
the already pressured infrastructure, i.e. schools, doctors etc. as well as the resulting demands on utilities. 
Consideration also has to be given to the profoundly detrimental effect on the amenities of those residents whose 
homes back onto the wood land in St Leonards Road and Stubbs Wood. Further, access would be extremely difficult as 
there is no obvious route in and presumably therefore a significant amount of road building would be needed. Such 
development would result in the creation of an urban sprawl in a rural environment, in view of the foregoing, we 
respectfully ask that you remove this area from further consideration. 

  

Rep3088 Mrs 
Deborah 
White 
Rep3089 Miss 
Hayley White 

GENERAL POINTS Answer to Question 6 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, 

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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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. 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 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 

implications for individual 
settlements.  
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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.  

Rep3090 Mrs 
Ann Gray 

Having studied in detail all the suggested sites for development during the above period I would like to add my 
comments below: In Little Chalfont at the present time the traffic is a problem, The main A404 runs through the Village 
which is a very busy road and with extra development it could not cope with the traffic. When there is a problem on 
the M25, which happens frequently, the amount of traffic coming through the village and Nightingales Lane is 
enormous and at other times of the day the queue to join the M25 at Chorleywood is often heavy. To have an area for 
‘employment development” on the A404 would be further increase traffic. Would there have to be a dual carriageway 
going from the Motorway to Little Chalfont? This would further cut into the countryside. With increased housing, the 
problem would not go away. This is one small problem compared with lack of infrastructure to deal with extra people 
needing to use the medical facilities, and schooling. Parking is already a problem in Little Chalfont. Little Chalfont has 
already had big developments in the area and to build more houses would turn the Village into a Town. I object 
strongly to building on the Green Belt. It was created to protect our countryside for it to be enjoyed not only by local 
inhabitants but for others outside the area to enjoy. 

  

Rep3091 Mr 
Roland Jeffery 

I am a resident of Chalfont Heights and whilst agreeing to the positive proposed developments such as the provision of 
additional housing in areas with good transport links such as Gerrards Cross, Beaconsfield, Amersham and Chesham, I 
am writing to express my strong objections to parts of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local plan affecting the land to the 
north east of Chalfont Heights and adjacent to the Scout Camp on the following grounds: The footpaths (including the 
South Bucks Way which crosses this site) and fields of this area are a recreational facility enjoyed by many in the 
community for walking, nature study, dog exercise and, moreover, a natural habitat for owls, bats, harvest mice, 

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 
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hedgehogs, grass and other snakes. It is crossed by the Soth Bucks Way and is used by scouts from all over the country 
and, I believe elsewhere, for outdoor pursuits. I believe it to be a benefit to the scout camp that it is seen to be 
separate and 'isolated' from dense housing development such as that proposed by the Plan. In response to Paragraph 
7.5 of the Plan, Butlers Field provides an important community asset for the reasons set out in the previous paragraph 
and should, therefore, be provided special protection. In terms of local road infrastructure, Denham Lane and other 
access roads are inadequate to take the significant additional traffic especially as that traffic is not permitted on the 
private estate roads in Chalfont Heights. The development would put extra pressure on schools such as Robertswood 
and others in the village which have little or no further capacity Recently, the sewage drains that run inside the field 
have been shown to be inadequate and overall in the area sewage and water supplies are at their limits. In particular, I 
would like to comment on the adverse affect of the removal of the Green Belt which was introduced to prevent urban 
sprawl and to maintain the openness of the countryside. The Proposed Plan as it would affect Butlers Field is totally 
contrary to this principle. This area provides an important buffer to additional infill which is gradually seeing the 
erosion of Green Belt provision in this area. I also understand that the ERASC is being considered. Much of Chalfont 
Heights is protected by its designation as an Existing Area of Special Character. It is most important for villages, such as 
Chalfont St Peter and Chalfont Heights to maintain such characteristics and, as such, no change in this designation 
should be permitted. It is ncomprehensible to consider any changes to this as it would open up Chalfont Heights to 
inappropriate development. On a more general note but still with particular reference to Butlers Field, Chalfont St 
Peter appears to be taking a disproportionate amount of new developments within the Chiltern District. Other parts of 
the district are more suitable - transport, water and sewage, roads etc - and sustainable for developments. Additionally, 
the Council should ensure that Brown Field sites are developed before green field and Green Belt land. 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 

to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036.  
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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. 

Rep3092 Mrs 
Sue Harratt 

I am responding to Question 2. I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Rd, Great Missenden should be 
made availalbe for residential development because it means the village and the wider community would lose a 
valuable facility together with a loss of local jobs. Accordingly, Wicks Garage should not be included amongst the 
HELAA sites deemed suitable for development. While I do not live in the village of Great Missenden, I have used the 
garage for many years and believe it should continue to remain a local facility. 

  

Rep3093 Mr 
Andrew Beirne 

I am responding to express my deep concern at the proposals for residential and employment developments in the 
area of Little Chalfont, Chenies and Latimer. I am a resident. I feel that the proposed expansion would have a 
substantial impact on the character of Little Chalfont and would place Little Chalfont's already strained infrastructure in 
an unsustainable position. I wish to make the following specific points: 1. Impact on Infrastructure: Little Chalfont's 
infrastructure is already overburdened. As a father of two, who will shortly be school aged, I note that the schools in 
the area where major development is proposed are already substantially oversubscribed (Little Chalfont Primary School 
and Chenies School). Adding homes without adding a further school, or several schools can only worsen this problem. I 
already worry about my kids getting into a nearby good school. With an estimated 200 further families in competition 
for the same number of schools, the likely outcome is children would have to travel long distances to school, placing 
strain on them and on working parents. The development would have a similarly negative impact on public transport. It 
is already the case that trains into London in the morning are overcrowded. I struggle to get a seat on the trains I take 
(Chiltern Line) and am frequently relegated to standing. Again, 300 more households means at least 200 or so further 
people competing to get on these trains. Can you advise me please of what you plan to do to address the public 
transport issues? Then there is the question of the A404, which is already traffic logged in peak hours and will no doubt 
have to serve all the construction traffic. Similarly, it is frequently impossible to get parking at the parade of shops in 
Little Chalfont. This can only worsen as a problem with substantial residential development. At minimum if the Council 
wishes to pursue this further, I would expect to see: - An evidence based assessment of the impact on infrastructure; - 
A plan for at least one new primary school in the East of Little Chalfont; - Plans to mitigate the impacts of construction 
and ongoing traffic on the town centre rounds and parade of shops; and - An assessment of the impact on trains in 
peak time, together with an explanation of your proposals to work with Chiltern/London Underground to assess this 
further and mitigate. Note that I have not considered health services here, but hope your evidence based impact 
assessment would cover this also 2. Impact on character of the area: Many of us who live in Little Chalfont, chose it for 
its character. The town's small size and the fact it is surroudned by countryside make it a rare oasis of calm where the 
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land from Chorleywood going east is increasingly heavily built up. The proposals to develop the area to the East of Little 
Chalfont will fundamentally change the character of the town. In area terms it looks like you are considering an 
expansion in the size of the town of about 40%. This is a massive change, particularly when coupled with the loss of so 
much of our nearby countryside. Moreover, the proposals will impinge on areas which should be protected in two 
different ways: i) This is Green Belt land, it has been preserved for many years as such and for good reasons. There is no 
unique or abnormal reason to justify releasing this land now. Housing and employment development is entirely 
routine. If the Council pursue this possible development, I hope the Council will make a public statement setting out its 
policy on the Green Belt. why it has chosen to ignore the designation in this case and what reassurances it can offer 
that it will not do the same in future. ii) The area that you propose to build on around Stony Lane is in a designated 
Area of Outstanding Beauty. As you will already know, this land is supposed to be preserved under all circumstances. 
There is no justification whatsoever for building in these areas. I should note that in my own work (energy 
infrastructure), I have recently encountered this 'problem' with two different projects. One project, a wind farm, 
received objections and a legal challenge and the planning permission was ultimately denied. In the case of the other 
project, the developer is having to go through an expensive process to set aside land immediately adjacent to the site 
and recreate the AONB site. If you decide to pursue these plans further, I hope the Council will provide a detailed 
statement on the legal basis for doing so, coupled with a statement about the impact on the AONB and your proposals 
to preserve it. 3. Disproportionate Development: Finally I would like to point out that in recent years Little Chalfont has 
already been developed far more than other towns in the area. Between the development by Bell Lane and behind 
Chenies Parade I am told we have already taken 298 new homes in the recent past. In relative terms this is vastly more 
(from memory 14% as compared to 5-7%) than other local towns, such as Amersham have taken. The Council must 
consider this disportionate impact om Little Chalfont when assessing this. Ideally Little Chalfont would be removed 
from the list of settlements for growth in the Council's Core Strategy. Conclusion. I hope that this response clearly sets 
out the reasons why this proposed development should not go ahead. I trust that you will not choose to pursue this 
further. I hope that in your response to the consultation you will address all the points that I have set out. Even if the 
Council does not choose to progress this development, I think a statement of the Council's policy towards development 
of the Green Belt and AONB would be helpful. 

Rep3094 Mrs 
Gillian Jeffery 

As a resident of Chalfont Heights I am writing to express my strong objections to parts of the Chiltern and South Bucks 
Local plan affecting the land to the north east of Chalfont Heights and adjacent to the Scout Camp on the following 
grounds: The footpaths and fields of this area (I believe it is called Butlers Field) is a recreational facility enjoyed by 
many in the community for walking, nature study, dog exercise and, moreover, a natural habitat for owls, bats, harvest 
mice, hedgehogs, grass and other snakes. It is crossed by the Chiltern Way and is used by scouts from all over the 
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country and, I believe elsewhere, for outdoor pursuits. I believe it to be a benefit to the scout camp that it is seen to be 
separate and 'isolated' from dense housing development such as that proposed by the Plan. In response to Paragraph 
7.5 of the Plan, I live very close to Butlers Field and I believe it provides an important community asset for the reasons 
set out in the previous paragraph and should, therefore, be provided special protection. In terms of local road 
infrastructure, Denham Lane and other access roads are inadequate to take the significant additional traffic especially 
as that traffic is not permitted on the private estate roads in Chalfont Heights. The development would put extra 
pressure on schools such as Robertswood and others in the village which have little or no further capacity. Recently, 
the sewage drains that run inside the field have been shown to be inadequate and overall in the area sewage and water 
supplies are at their limits. In particular, I would like to comment on the adverse affect of the removal of the Green Belt 
which was introduced to prevent urban sprawl and to maintain the openness of the countryside. The Proposed Plan as 
it would affect Butlers Field is totally contrary to this principle. This area provides an important buffer to additional infill 
which is gradually seeing the erosion of Green Belt provision in this area. I also understand that the ERASC is being 
considered. Much of Chalfont Heights is protected by its designation as an Existing Area of Special Character. It is most 
important for villages, such as Chalfont St Peter and Chalfont Heights to maintain such characteristics and, as such, no 
change in this designation should be permitted. It is incomprehensible to consider any changes to this as it would open 
up Chalfont Heights to inappropriate development. On a more general note, whilst agreeing to the proposed 
developments such as the the provision of additional housing in areas with good transport links such as Gerrards Cross, 
Beaconsfield, Amersham and Chesham, it does appear that Chalfont St Peter appears to be taking a disproportionate 
amount of new developments within the Chiltern District. Other parts of the district are more suitable - transport, 
water and sewage, roads etc - and sustainable for developments. Additionally, the Council should ensure that Brown 
Field sites are developed before green field and Green Belt land. 

Rep3095 Mrs 
Patricia 
Wapshare 

 Comment form left blank.   
  

Rep3097 Mr 
Brian 
Wapshare 

1. We don't agree with the needs assessment for travellers we think this is very excessive, and would be concerned if 
sites were in the proximity of residential areas. 2. Green belt parcel 47B is highly inappropriate because it is a) green 
belt, b) not recommended by ARUP and c) alongside a road with enormous congestion due to the schools in Bull Lane. 
Parcel 57B we agree with ARUPs recommendation against the use of this site. Furthermore there are many trees on the 
site with preservation orders. Parcel 65A seems a reasonable option. Parcel 69 we agree with ARUP that this site is 
inappropriate. 3. There are none that we are aware of. 4. We agree. 5. The major concern in Gerrards Cross is that 
there is a lack of infrastructure to support any additional housing or commercial development. Also, we are strongly 
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against the use of Green Belt. We note that there is significant availability of Commercial Property which is not being 
used. 6. See response to question 5. 7. No comments. 8. The house prices in Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter make 
it unrealistic to include affordable housing. It would be better to locate this in places like Aylesbury Vale and Milton 
Keynes. 9. We strongly object to extra space being made available for Gypsies and Travellers in GX and Chalfont areas 
due to the problems they cause and the damage to the environment. 10. We believe it is important to find ways to 
meet the specialist elderly accommodation needs. 11. Gerrards Cross is over 100 years old and Chalfont St Peter's dates 
back much further, so we think it is important to recognise local heritage assets and keep our sense of place and 
community. 12. We are not aware. 13. All existing commons should be given special protection. 14. No. 15. We agree 
with the Council. 16. We think the settlement infrastructure capacity is important and support the CIL as part of this 
process to ensure that any building is not undertaken without the appropriate improvement to infrastructure. 17. We 
want the Council to be completely transparent and keep residents informed of any decisions that are being made 
before they are passed. Clearly the Parish Council have a much better understanding of the local plan, therefore, we 
urge the County Council to pay particular attention to the feedback and comments of Gerrards Cross Town Council. 

Rep3098 Mr 
Matthew Irish 

I am opposed to the proposal for development in any form in the green belt and AONB in Little Chalfont due to the 
existing very signficant pressure on local infrastructure, particularly local schools and health amenities, and in light of 
the heavy development to which the village has already been subject. I would urge Councillors to protect what little 
green space we have left. 

  

Rep3099 Mrs 
Hardeep Irish 

I write to express my resolute opposition to further development in Little Chalfont that compromises the existing green 
belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, be that in the form of additional housing, infrastructure or employment 
development. What is the point of these areas if not to retain what little is left of our so-called green and pleasant land 
for public enjoyment and the sanity of future generations who are already shouldered with the misery of the national 
debt? Why can't any government stick to its promise and protect something green rather than putting a bulldozer 
through it? Little Chalfont has already borne the development of 300 new homes including the extensive building work 
on the "donkey field", is to bear HS2 … and is supposed to be a village! Residents have nowhere to park, have to allow 
an extraordinary length of time to drive anywhere given the traffic that now cuts through the village, can't book 
appointments at the doctors or dentists, and the "outstanding" schools will quickly be reduced to nothing given the 
population pressure. 

  

Rep3100 Mrs 
Catherine 
Woodgates 

1. I feel that the fact that planning permission has already been granted for over 600 dwellings within the Chalfont St 
Peter Area and this does not appear to have been taken into account when any of these options were published makes 
the proposed development completely out of scale with other proposals in the wider area. 2. I strongly object to the 
enormous incursion into the Green Belt on the Chalfont Common side of the village, particularly as this area has 
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already quite dense habitation with no facilities other than playing field on which it is now proposed to build yet more 
dwellings. 3. There are insufficient medical and education facilities in the area and as there is now a care home, a 
medical research centre and retirement village in the Southern part of this site, it is an ideal site to provide further 
exetended medical facilities, particularly in view of the proposed development of the Newlands site. 4. The proposal for 
this site will spread the sprawl of the village almost to Chalfont St Giles 5. There is no public transport from this area so 
it will result in a huge increase in the amount of traffic using the lanes and with all the remifications for air quality and 
climate warming which this brings. 6. The sheer size of this proposed development is clearly excessive and could 
potentially double the number of buildings in Chalfont St Peter. Mill Meadow Site This area is a much used amenity 
facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, tennis courts, a scout headquarters and 
parish council offices. It also is the site of the only car park for the village - for shopping, those attending the church, 
overflow from the Medical Practice and as it is it is often full.Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill 
Meadow does not have a playing field within the school grounds and currently uses part of this site for PE and other 
sports events. The school would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for 
development. Mill Meadow is part of the flood plain so there would be a serious risk from flooding. While I agree that 
development of part of the Epilipsey Centre site for extension of Medical facilities I think that the amount of dwellings, 
when the proposed development of the Newlands Site is takken into consideration I do not think that further incursion 
into the Green Belt in this area is a realistic proposition and will ruin the quality of life for many future generations for 
all the reasons stated above. 

Rep3101 Mrs 
Helen King 

As local residents we strongly oppose the proposals put forward in the Local Plan to develop the suggested areas in 
Chesham. We have lived in our house here for 19 years. During this time we have had the privelege of creating 
wonderful family memories in Nashleigh Hill Recreation Ground. Walking with our dogs and children through the 
footpaths along the Valer and up towards Ashley Green. We have enjoyed may improtu community events in 'the Rec' 
when it snows and it is full of happy families; end of term picnics when children and parents congregate from local 
schools to celebrate the end of another term. This represents a safe place for children to meet their friends and play - 
such an important attribute to our neighbourhoof, which should not be destroyed. For many people these fields 
represent their opportunity to take a few minutes and relax from the stresses of everyday life. A chance to get out into 
the fields and fresh air, to exercise and socialise. To destroy beautiful local landscape would be very detrimental to the 
current local residents physical and mental well being. I understand that Nashleigh Hill is an A road but this road is not 
designed for a great increase in lorries and cars. Only last week, Chesham was gridlocked during rush hour and beyond 
due to one extra set of traffic lights. The current infrastructure in Chesham only just manages to support our local 
community. Schools and doctors are struggling to cope with the numbers. We have to travel greater distances each 
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year for emergency hospital treatment. The Vale is often flooded during rainfall and parking in the town is often a 
struggle. How will my chioldren be able to walk safely to school if traffic increase on Nashleigh Hill. It is often dangerous 
now with cars not adhering to the 40 and 30 speed limits and the footpath is extremely close to a road that you are 
proposing has more lorries travelling on it. I believe that Nashleigh Hill Rec and Berkhampstead field hould become a 
designated local green space for the residents of Chesham to enjoy. It is currently designated a 'local wildlife site'. 
Please consider these views of current Chesham residents, not the buy to let investors who will be attracted by 1,000 
new homes at the end of the underground. 

Rep3102 Mrs 
Catherine 
Williams 

My overall response to this consultation is one of dismay that one area of Buckinghamshire seems to be taking a 
significant portion of the housing requirement for the county. Whilst I see the need for additional housing, particularly 
in the South of England the destruction of a significant portion or Green Belt and other green corridor land in one 
village seems short sighted. Of the areas proposed for development I have concerns about all primarily due to the 
numbers of homes proposed. The Newlands Park and Epilepsy Centre areas, whilst they provide for easy development, 
are in areas with limited access, some down single track lanes. The additional proposed housing would cause traffic 
problems which would disrupt travel times across the area. The second major concern I have is the proposal to develop 
the Mill Meadow area and the Winkers / Scout Campsite areas. These presently have several buildings and areas 
providing community facilities including sports clubs, allotments and the Scout Headquarters and campsite. Without 
these facilities in the village adults and children alike will need to travel outside of this active village destroying the 
strong community which presently exists. There appears to be no discussion about any reprovision of these essential 
community facilities if building goes ahead on this particular site. There needs to be discussion about the provision of 
facilities including schools and clubs which will provide for the additional population proposed. This is regardless of 
what scale of development eventually is approved. Detailed responses to this consultation follow: Remainder of 
representation is the same as the SENSE4CSP response. See Rep3055 for the response.  

  

Rep3103 
Nicola Jenns 

I am writing to ask you to reduce the amount of green belt land to be lost to new housing under this plan. Towns like 
Little Chalfont will be massively affected by huge new areas of development and I cannot see how local services will be 
able to cope with so many new homes in Amersham, Chesham and the surrounding areas. Already schools are 
oversubscribed, roads are gridlocked at peak times and the trains to and from London are absolutely packed - I usually 
have to stand to commute, often both ways. The service has got worse if anything recently as half of the tubes now go 
to Chesham, not Amersham. The Green Belt, clean air and countryside is our most precious resource, once gone and 
covered in concrete, it can never be recovered. The area is already going to take a horrible hit from the HS2 
development. Please reduce the "sacrifice" of green belt land in the Development Plan. 
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Rep3104 Mr 
Mark Dickson 

There has been far too much development in Chalfont St Peter (holy Cross, Newland Park) as opposed to other 
settlements 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. CDC must make more efficient use of brownfield land in the existing built up areas (not the Green Belt) 
Chalfont St Peter has recently been overburdened as the chosen biggest development site given recent proposed 
developments at Holy Cross and Newland Park . CDC should not simply set a general target for housing but use its Local 
Plan to disperse housing sensibly throughout the District with affordable housing in appropriate places , near transport 
links essentially, and housing required only to meet established local needs. Development near train stations must take 
preference, particularly for affordable housing. 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. 

  The councils consider that 

options in the Green Belt need 

to be considered in addition to 

the opportunities that are 

available on brownfield sites. 

 

Rep3105 Mr 
Taylor Dickson 

There has been far too much development in Chalfont St Peter (holy Cross, Newland Park) as opposed to other 
settlements 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. Chalfont St Peter has recently been overburdened as the chosen biggest development site given recent 
proposed developments at Holy Cross and Newland Park . Any future housing allocations for CSP should make 
concessions for the already large numbers of houses allocated to CSP in the last 3 years. Importantly, development 
must be near established transport links eg near train stations for affordable housing. 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. It does not bode well for trust between residents and their district council, nor does the fact 
that the specific sites selected were supposedly picked without any prefernce or reasoning. 

  

Rep3106 Ms 
Joanne 
Murphy 

- In general; the burden on public services as they stand would not be sustainable. The lack of secondary school facilty 
is already a serious concern. It is alarming that the BCC have not fully assessed this need. Mill Meadow - My daughter 
and I play here a lot. We walk or ride our bikes to the area. She enjoys the variety of play facilities that are installed 
here as well as the nature reservce element. We play pooh sticks and pick blackberries. 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 
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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”) - Currently the cut-
through of Rickmansworth lane from the M25 is causing traffic issues for this residentail area. I personally struggle to 
exit my driveway on days when the M25 is congested (as reported on the radio) sometimes having to sit in wait for up 
to 10 minutes in order to drop my daughter at school at Robertswood. - The congestion around the school at peak 
times is alarming and verging on dangerous. - We are already faced with the prospect of a convoy of trucks from due to 
extraction of waste for the shaft from HS2 behind the Epilepsy Centre which will put enormous strain on the roads and 
safety of the school children as it is 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. The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413. - Alreay there 
are a number of commercial developments, many of which are To Let - clearly there is no great demand here. • The 
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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.  

Rep3107 
Jeremy Calvin 

I am most concerned about the attempts of the Chiltern District Council to declassify greenbelt land along the sides of 
the road A404 between St Clement Danes School and Little Chalfont and the land along Lodge Lane for a golf course 
and a further 1000 units. There are many arguments against this coming to pass ; 1/ Emotional. The area is a part of 
Britain's countryside which is slowly being eroded away. Just because the land has value does not allow the council to 
wipe out a chunk of the local areas greenland. 2/ Physical. The A404 is already a busy road and in particular around St 
Clement Danes school when for many years I have raised with councillors the need to slow the traffic around the school 
before a child is killed. The potential for development will increase the traffic dramatically if land is used for 1000 units. 
3/ Legally. Unfortunately I have experienced councils attempting to put through this type of legislation without proper 
and fair consultation. This does not mean hiding the declassification. Knowing that local residents will not approve as 
opposed to being fully open and honest with local residents and knowing that very few if not all will be against the 
plans. It is an outrage. 4/ Practically. To accommodate the number of houses / flats you are suggesting will greatly 
impact an area where the schools are already oversubscribed, the hospitals are creaking at the seams to cope, the 
roads constantly have pot holes due to the weather and the amount of use, the trains are overcrowded during 
commuting hours, the M25 grinds to a halt on many occasions to cope with traffic during rush hour, local parking 
schemes have been enforced on residents due to not being able to park outside our own houses, - these are just a few 
things that spring to mind for infrastructure that cannot possibly cope with the potential of another 1000 cars, 4000 
residents (4 per unit), lorries and development. Your plans are against the will of local residents and I'd ask that we be 
heard please. Do not proceed with the continual destruction of Britain's countryside - it cannot be replaced once it has 
gone - do not be responsible for this unnecessary intrusion. 

  

Rep3108 Anon 

I am writing to express my shock at the proposed development on the recreation ground off Nashleigh Hill in Chesham. 
I was aware of the recent meeting to discuss the town plan but was under the impression that it was about the 
Asheridge Road development. I was horrified when I saw on Facebook, that it was about the Nashleigh Hill proposal. 
One of the main reasons I bought my house in Vale Road in 2010 was the green space at the bottom of the garden, and 
of course I was safe because it was and is greenbelt land! The residents of Vale Road recently fought to keep The Nash 
Arms as our local meeting place. You, the planners, rejected the two proposals with one of the first objections being 

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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that the design of the proposed five houses "being one of the ugliest you'd ever seen", and yet as I write these same 
houses are being built. The arguements against that development and the development of Nashleigh Hill are very 
similar. Increased traffic - Vale Road and the surrounding roads have a dire parking and speeding problem, with many 
cars suffering bashes, and indeed people being knocked while accessing their vehicles. Some artics get stuck at the 
roundabout at the bottom of the hill. We do not need more heavy traffic in this area. If we have heavy snow, as in 
recent years I am quite sure Nashleigh Hill would become blocked from lorries using the site. Flooding - You have 
recently done work in the vale to improve the flooding risk and now you propose to tarmac the recreation ground and 
erect industrial buildings - where will all that rain run off to? It will run down to Vale Road and we will be back to the 
more severe problems of years ago. Noise - It's wonderful to hear children playing in the field and enjoying the snow on 
the hill in the winter time. This will be replaced by industrial noise, pollution and I would imagine light pollution as 
these sites are usually lit at night for security. It was depressing enough when The Nash demolition went ahead, but I 
now feel that I am being squeezed from both sides. I was hoping to do some work on improving my home, but now this 
will have to be put on hold as I do not want to spend money on a house that will surely be devalued if this development 
was to go ahead, in any form. If it is industrial space that you need surely the Asheridge site is a brownfield site and 
infinitely more suitable for this development. 

Rep3109 
Harwinder 
Bhamra 

I am writing in response to the consultation process regarding green belt development in and around Little Chalfont I 
do not agree with Chiltern District Council that the village of Little Chalfont to be classified as a ‘main settlement for 
growth’ and that the adjoining areas considered for release for housing and employment development. I have lived 
here for over 10 years and feel that developing this area would completely change the look, culture and community 
feel of the village. I am not against development to provide housing needs and in fact Little Chalfont has 
accommodated this in the years that I have been here with the development of housing estate in Bell Lane, Harvard 
Grange but over development especially the field backing on to Chessfield Park would grid lock the main road and spoil 
the countryside views and walks that we have paid good money for housing to be near. This really upsets me that 
whilst there are other areas for development that the Council are considering this particular field with it’s narrow 
access and proximity to the only park in Little Chalfont. Westwood Park is a hub of the community and a real pleasure 
to be able to walk into the fields and surrounding villages. It is something our kids took for granted and would deprive 
younger children who would see nothing but houses. How would access be created for the proposed 180 houses on 
this particular field and the fact that the council was sheepishly testing for residential development without any 
consultation has really upset me. It makes this whole consultation process a farce! 

  

Rep3110 
Marcella and 

It is with dismay to learn that once again an area of outstanding beauty and green belt land is under threat of 
development. Surely this area has had its fair share of development over the last few years. There is a lack of 
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Andrew Collins infrastructure: doctor’s surgeries: dental practitioners: hospitals: local schools are full and parking is problematic. 
Transport links are inadequate, with one bus an hour between Watford and High Wycombe . Highway route A404 at 
peak times is congested with vehicles some of which are too large too pass through built up areas. When there are 
difficulties on the M25 traffic is at a stand still. Residents living in side roads off the A404 have difficulty getting onto 
the main road, the traffic is totally excessive. In our opinion any further development of the area is not appropriate. 

Rep3111 Mr 
Michael March 

Chalfont St Peter Parish Council ("CSP") and Sense 4 CSP ("SENSE") have already made submissions to CDC expressing 
their views about the potential new developments in the area, and both I and my wife endorse them entirely. I would 
like to confine our own further comments to the examination of the Green Belt Strategic Options identified for further 
testing, and described in Appendix 2 of the CDC Reg 18 Issues and Options Consultation Paper, insofar as it refers to the 
fields adjacent to the Winkers Farm night club, and to the Winkers Farm site itself., and referred to in the HEELA 
document as References CD0138 and CD0113 respectively. We believe that the selection of this area for potential 
development is wholly inappropriate for a number of reasons, which are: 1. The fields are a heavily used local amenity, 
for walking and the peaceful enjoyment of several hectares of open space, in an increasingly crowded local area. CSP 
has already borne more than its share of residential development, and the loss of this amenity, in an area of 
considerable natural beauty, would further restrict the opportunity for area residents to engage in a healthy lifestyle, 
with its concomitant impact on both physical and mental health. These fields are also designated as agricultural land, 
albeit slightly degraded, and to force them into an irreversible transition to housing is against all the principles of the 
Green Belt itself. 2. If the usual housing density rates are applied to these two areas, a housing density in excess of 300 
could easily be envisaged. The infrastructure of the area can simply not cope with such an impact. Access by road 
would be limited to entry from Denham Lane, itself narrow, and the traffic density in the area would be consequently 
even more appalling. Consider the issues - 300 houses would mean around 500 more adults, 600 more cars, and 
around 900 more children. We are short now of school places, of medical and dental services, and car parking facilities; 
whilst the water and sewerage issues have been rehearsed elsewhere, suffice it to say that this particular area is not 
well served, and cannot cope with an influx of this magnitude. 3. It cannot be appropriate to consider such a 
development adjacent to the Paccar Scout Centre. The essence of scouting is the countryside in which it takes place, 
and it goes against the tenets of the movement to force what is a rural environment into a substantially urban 
experience. The camp hosts, on occasion, over 1500 scouts, from all over the country and from abroad. For that 
experience to be urban is just not right. 4. Such development would be wholly contrary to the principles under which 
the Chalfont Heights Estate was established some 80 years ago. Those fields were part of the estate out of which 
Chalfont Heights was formed, and concentrated housing will irretrievably damage the current Estate and its residents. 

  

Rep3112 We refer to the Local Plan Consultation and wish to place on record our objection to the proposed release of Green   
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David and Jean 
Brock 

Belt land around Little Chalfont for future housing and industrial development in what are areas of outstanding natural 
beauty and recognised as such in law. We acknowledge that the government have given all Local Authorities targets for 
additional housing but feel that Little Chalfont has and is already delivering more than its fair share in this regard e.g. 
The Bell Lane and Donkey field developments. We have lived in Little Chalfont for the last 30 years and have watched 
as the planning authorities and developers have changed the character of Little Chalfont for the worse. One of the main 
reasons for moving into the area was that it had a very rural feel. The Council's proposals will ensure what little remains 
will disappear. These proposals must not be allowed to encroach onto the Green Belt which is all that is saving us from 
complete urban sprawl. These suggested developments on top of what already exists will simply overwhelm local 
services. The A404 runs through the centre of Little Chalfont and is a rat run from the M40 to M25. The local station car 
park is already at capacity with ever increasing numbers of cars parking on residential roads around the area. The rural 
roads around Little Chalfont are capacity and all will require significant further investment should these proposed 
developments be allowed. Additional houses will put further significant pressure on already full schools, medical 
services, transport and other public service services and all of the related support infrastructure. We urge you to reject 
these proposed encroachments into the Green Belt and AONB. 

Rep3113 Mr 
Ian Provan 
Rep3114 Mrs 
Jacqueline 
Moir Rep3115 
Mr Richard 
Moir 

Frankly, I think the Councils should be embarrassed by the Consultation document produced and the proposals set out 
therein. The investigations and analysis are lightweight in the extreme and the proposals for releasing land from the 
Green Belt lack any sound basis and I assume have been determined largely based on promotion by landowners as 
opposed to sound planning reasons. It looks as though the Councils have merely 'chucked a lot of mud at the wall 
hoping that some will stick' rather than undertaking any sound analysis of how you can continue to meet the need to 
identify land for new housing. The methodolgy of the Councils in assessing the strength of the existing Green Belt is 
highly subjective, without sound basis and would be laughable in its randomness were it not for the fact that the 
proposed outcomes would ruin the area in which we as residents have chosen to live. 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. The five key purposes of the Green Belt are: • 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. The Councils have a duty to protect 
the Green Belt and AONB, basically the beautiful countryside around our settlements. The existing Green Belt around 
Little Chalfont (and I'm sure other parts of Chiltern District which I have not researched) has performed its purposes 
well for many years and has proven itself to provide a robust and defencible boundary to encroachment into the 
countryside, urban sprawl and the merging of settlements. Despite the tightly drawn boundaries, Little Chalfont has 
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been able to accommodate well over 300 new homes in recent years within the settlement boundaries and there will 
be scope for further small scale developments within the settlement boundary and / or on brownfield sites. We should 
expect to continue to have to play our part in identifying new opportunities for additional housing but Little Chalfont is 
simply not suitable to be identified as a 'main settlement for growth'. The randomly selected land releases would fail on 
all Green Belt measures and would expose Little Chalfont to unrestricted urban sprawl (there are no sound, defencible 
boundaries to the land proposed for development), would lead in due course to merger of settlements (in particular 
with Chenies) and would ruin open countryside of high quality, much of which is recognised in its status as also falling 
within the AONB. The number of new houses proposed for Little Chalfont would also place an unbearable burden on 
local infrastructure, in particular, there is inadequate car parking in and around the village centre and station; the 
majority of roads in close proximity of the land releases are narrow country lanes totally incapable of accommodating 
the level of new traffic which would arise; there are inadequate school places and no doubt health facilities and similar. 
In conclusion, there is no evidence based justification for the release of open, greenfield areas of the Green Belt and 
AONB. Furthermore and even more sinister, is the Council's cynical ploy to identify large areas of Green Belt and AONB 
release for employment land around Little Chalfont, knowing full well that firstly, there is no demand for such uses in 
areas such as Little Chalfont but secondly, that the trajectory of permitted development rights is heading towards 
allowing employement uses being permitted to change to residential use. The Council are merely seeking to allocate 
further housing land 'by the back door'. Industrial estates and business parks need to be located on major road 
transport links as otherwise, they will not attract demand. Large estates, in village locations away from major roads are 
unsuitable and will not attract demand. There are areas of land allocated for employment use in Chesham, Chartridge 
and such like where there is simply no demand. The land has stood undeveloped for many years. Such employment 
land should properly be located in settlements such as High Wycombe, with access off the M40 and in Denham where 
there are large areas of brownfield land abutting the junctions of the M40 and M25 motorways where there is at least 
some chance of there being demand. Again, there is no evidence based justification for the release of open, greenfield 
areas of Green Belt and AONB around Little Chalfont for employment use as firstly, there is no demand for such use in a 
location such as this and secondly, the land will merely end up being developed for housing which is not appropriate for 
the reasons mentioned above. Finally, I would acknowledge that the Councils are under-pressure to identify land for 
new housing which will not go away and thus, solutions are also required. As noted, Little Chalfont is an excellent 
example of a settlement where substantial amounts of new housing have been identified on brownfield sites and/or 
sites within the the settlement boundary. However, improvements in the assocaited infrastructure have not been 
provided. Nonetheless, there will continue to be opportunities which come forward which will allow limited further 
residential development, eg: GE Healthcare's Pollards Wood site, light industrial and secondary retail facilities beside 
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the railway line etc. There are numerous opportunities for residential developments in other settlements as well which 
would not materially damage the Green Belt nor AONB, eg: land around the library, community centre and leisure 
facilities in Amersham town centre; the poor quality industrial estate off Grimsdells Lane, Amersham; the mushroom 
farm in South Heath; and large brownfield sites near Denham, etc etc. If all settlements bear their fair share of new 
housing development then the needs of the Districts for new housing land can be met on brownfield sites and/or sites 
within the settlement and there is no need nor justification for Green Belt and AONB land releases.  

Rep3116 Mr 
John Smith 

I write to express my strong objection to the proposed release of Green Belt and AONB land in CDC and in particular, 
Amersham and Little Chalfont. The investigations and analysis are lightweight in the extreme and the proposals for 
releasing land from the Green Belt lack any sound basis and I assume have been determined largely based on 
promotion by landowners as opposed to sound planning reasons. The methodolgy of the Councils in assessing the 
strength of the existing Green Belt is highly subjective, without sound basis and would be laughable in its randomness 
were it not for the fact that the proposed outcomes would ruin the area in which we as residents have chosen to live. 
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. The five key purposes of the Green Belt are: • 
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. The 
Councils have a duty to protect the Green Belt and AONB, basically the beautiful countryside around our settlements. 
The existing Green Belt around Amersham and Little Chalfont (and I'm sure other parts of Chiltern District which I have 
not researched) has performed its purposes well for many years and has proven itself to provide a robust and 
defencible boundary to encroachment into the countryside, urban sprawl and the merging of settlements. Despite the 
tightly drawn boundaries, Little Chalfont has been able to accommodate well over 300 new homes in recent years 
within the settlement boundaries and there will be scope for further small scale developments within the settlement 
boundary and / or on brownfield sites. It is an example of what can be achieved in adding housing within the 
settlement boundary without needing to damage the Green Belt. The randomly selected land releases would fail on all 
Green Belt measures and would expose Little Chalfont to unrestricted urban sprawl (there are no sound, defencible 
boundaries to the land proposed for development), would lead in due course to merger of settlements (in particular 
with Chenies) and would ruin open countryside of high quality, much of which is recognised in its status as also falling 
within the AONB. The number of new houses proposed in CDC would also place an unbearable burden on local 
infrastructure, in particular, there is inadequate car parking in and around settlement centres and stations; the majority 
of roads in close proximity of the land releases are narrow country lanes totally incapable of accommodating the level 
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of new traffic which would arise; there are inadequate school places and no doubt health facilities and similar. In 
conclusion, there is no evidence based justification for the release of open, greenfield areas of the Green Belt and 
AONB. Furthermore and even more sinister, is the Council's cynical ploy to identify large areas of Green Belt and AONB 
release for employment land around Little Chalfont, knowing full well that firstly, there is no demand for such uses in 
areas such as Little Chalfont but secondly, that the trajectory of permitted development rights is heading towards 
allowing employement uses being permitted to change to residential use. The Council are merely seeking to allocate 
further housing land 'by the back door'. Industrial estates and business parks need to be located on major road 
transport links as otherwise, they will not attract demand. Large estates, in village locations away from major roads are 
unsuitable and will not attract demand. There are areas of land allocated for employment use in Chesham, Chartridge 
and such like where there is simply no demand. The land has stood undeveloped for many years. Such employment 
land should properly be located in settlements such as High Wycombe, with access off the M40 and in Denham where 
there are large areas of brownfield land abutting the junctions of the M40 and M25 motorways where there is at least 
some chance of there being demand. Again, there is no evidence based justification for the release of open, greenfield 
areas of Green Belt and AONB around Little Chalfont for employment use as firstly, there is no demand for such use in a 
location such as this and secondly, the land will merely end up being developed for housing which is not appropriate for 
the reasons mentioned above. Finally, I would acknowledge that the Councils are under-pressure to identify land for 
new housing which will not go away and thus, solutions are also required. As noted, Little Chalfont is an excellent 
example of a settlement where substantial amounts of new housing have been identified on brownfield sites and/or 
sites within the the settlement boundary. Amersham can do likewise. There are numerous opportunities for residential 
developments in settlements including Amersham which would not materially damage the Green Belt nor AONB, eg: 
land around the library, community centre and leisure facilities in Amersham town centre; the poor quality industrial 
estate off Grimsdells Lane, Amersham; the mushroom farm in South Heath; and large brownfield sites near Denham, 
etc etc. HS2 will be trashing large areas of Green Belt and AONB in CDC and thus, opportunities for residential 
development on to be ruined areas should be investigated before releasing any high quality greenfield areas as is 
proposed. If all settlements bear their fair share of new housing development then the needs of the Districts for new 
housing land can be met on brownfield sites and/or sites within the settlement and there is no need nor justification 
for Green Belt and AONB land releases.  

Rep3117 Mr 
Robert Platt 

I very much wish to contribute to this consultation as I feel so strongly. The consultation paper and questions posed are 
fairly difficult for the general public to digest and answer as there is a lot of technical jargon in there.Therefore I will 
provide my feedback in a more general way. There would seem to be potential for a very large amount of development 
across the county, however I feel that Chalfont St Peter has been unfairly targeted. Permission has already been give 
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identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
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for 600 new homes across the village with several major developments under way. Where any new development is 
being condidered it should be concentrated nearer to the centre of currently populated areas to prevent the whole 
district merging into one giant sleeper town for commuters from London. The Epilepsy Society site in particular has 
already seen a large amount of building work. The piece of land to the north and east of the centre should remain as 
green belt, the land lies within the Colne Valley Park and many public footpaths pass through this area and are used 
regularly by walkers. The area is a beautiful area to spend time in, watching the diverse wildlife living there. The open 
agricultural fields are divided by woods and hedgerows that offer important shelter for wildlife.The Rowan Garden 
Centre is a valuable resource for the local community offering employment and retail facilities. Similarly the Equine 
facilities in the area are an important resource. The Green Belt is there to protect from urban sprawl, if this land were 
to be released Chalfont St Peter would almost double in size and would stretch up towards Chorleywood via Newland 
Park. The tiny hamlet of Horn Hill would be subsumed by any potential development in this area. As it stands the 
hamlet is under pressure from the extremely large and long in time scale developments to facilitate the building of the 
tunnel for HS2, increasing general and construction traffic.This area is served by small country lanes which cannot carry 
large amounts of traffic. There is currently no public transport in this area and the nearest train stations are some 
distance away. I would imagine that many people moving to the area would be moving out of London into the 
commuter belt and if they were to commute into London they would need to drive to either Gerrards Cross or Chalfont 
& Latimer, putting pressure on the road infrastructure and parking facilities at stations. Chalfont Common is already a 
cut through in the mornings for people trying to avoid the traffic on the A413. Surely a development on or near an 
existing train line would make more sense. I accept that there could be some more development on the Epilepsy Centre 
site, but on a much smaller scale and confined to the currently developed boundaries. Retaining the medical failities 
that have been on the site for many years becoming one of Chalfont St Peter's largest employers. The playing fields 
should also be retained on the site. I understand the schools in the area are already at or near full capacity so the new 
proposals for the village would seem to be unsustainable, putting pressure on infrastructure and facilities and changing 
the semirural nature of Chalfont St Peter forever. The rural scene is I'm sure the main reason why many of the current 
residents moved to the area. 

scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep3118 Mrs 
Barbara Kerin 

Response. Question 1 The decision of the two councils to produce a joint Local Plan is accepted, but having made that 
decision appropriate consideration must be made to the difference in the areas covered by the two Councils. The 
options and issues paper does not reflect the fact that most of Chiltern DC area is part of an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty belt whilst a large part of South Bucks DC is urban development linked to Slough and Maidenhead and 
even the London Borough of Hillingdon. The plan seems to be evolving in such a way that Chiltern takes on some of the 
needs of South Bucks. I would like to challenge the fact that South Bucks has a best fit with Buckinghamshire Housing 

The councils consider that 
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Market Area. It is a large area and the characteristics of the area vary greatly, with large areas looking to Berkshire as 
their main markets and service providers. The NPPF require that needs assessments require other assessments are 
carried out such as health and wellbeing in order to inform strategic planning decisions and there seems to be no 
intention that these are carried out. They should be, given the education and health provision in Buckinghamshire 
which is significantly underfunded and over stretched when compared to the rest of the country. The secondary NHS 
provision when ranked alongside over areas of England is severely challenged and so it is really important these needs 
assessments are carried out to assist in discussion under the “Duty to Co-operate”. Question 2 The basis for carrying 
out the Green Belt Assessment has not been properly explained. The NPPF sets out that the boundaries of the Green 
Belt should only be altered in exceptional circumstances. There is no explanation of what exceptional circumstances 
have led to the carrying out of the Green Belt assessment. It is very concerning that the 71 pages of the Green Belt 
Assessment was only published on 10th March 2016 just a few days before the closure of the consultation. The CDC 
website did not announce its publication or any change in the evidence available, without delving through the detailed 
pages. It is unreasonable to request that members of the public have time to consider any document of this scale so 
late in the consultation period. To do so is not in compliance with CDC’s Statement of Community Involvement. This 
will lead an Inspector to conclude that the Local Plan is not sound. The Issues and Options Paper makes the point that 
the Green Belt assessment is one of the key evidence base studies which should be considered by members of the 
public as part of the consultation. It is difficult to do so when it is not published. The plans which were available are not 
an acceptable alternative. The Green Belt Assessment itself raises many questions. There is no published guidance on 
how green belt assessment should be carried out and different authorities have adopted different approaches 
depending on their purpose. The report explains the basis on which parcels have been created. It then in paragraph 
4.3.4 states that given the extremes of rural and urban in Buckinghamshire it was decided that a subjective approach 
should be taken in some areas. NPPF does not justify this approach. The Report does not set out the criteria by which 
this was done and leads to the concern that this has been done to justify removing land from the green belt in certain 
parts of Buckinghamshire. The boundaries of the parcels would not appear to follow defined boundaries as required, to 
use a ridgeway as the Report suggests is nonsensical and would not create a durable Green Belt leaving it open to 
further review at any stage. Can the councils please explain how the Green Belt Assessment which is dated March 2016 
has been used as evidence for the issues and options put forward in the consultation paper which was published 2 
months earlier in January 2016? I note that the scores for both parcels 14b and 22a make these parcels good 
performers in green belt terms and yet one is an option for employment land and the other for housing land. How has 
this key evidence base been used to inform the options now put forward? The assessment fails to take account of the 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the need to safeguard it from encroachment and thus does recognise the 

Independent  analysis of the 
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characteristics of the area or the applicable planning policies. Planning policy provides that an AONB should not only be 
conserved but also the character and setting should be enhanced where possible. Taking these areas and immediately 
adjacent parcels of land out of the green belt fails to meet this policy. The Sustainability Study is too high level to be 
meaningful. The methodology of the report is too simplistic. How can there be real evidence of the potential traffic 
generated by a new development just because of the proximity of a bus stop? Is it not important to understand to 
where a person can travel from the bus stop and how frequent the services are to meet the needs of the traveller. 
Question 4 The Plan Vision and Objectives should be more clearly set out if the public are asked to comment on them. 
It is not clear what the Plan Vision and Objectives are and it would seem inappropriate to go back to the Core Strategy 
which was published some 5 years ago. The way in which the consultation addresses this is not in compliance with the 
general principles of Community Involvement in CDC as the information provided is not clear concise and easy to 
understand by different members of the public. Question 5 Can you please explain the basis on which Little Chalfont is 
considered a main settlement? Question 6 When looking at the various options the councils should take account of the 
growth of settlements over the last 10 years. Little Chalfont has in the last five years already grown by a greater 
percentage than other settlements but with no improvement in infrastructure or the services offered to its residents. 
The land bounded by Lodge Lane Long Walk and Burtons Lane Little Chalfont. This is Green Belt land. The release of any 
Green Belt land is not justified by housing need. The NPPF says that green belt land should only be released in 
exceptional circumstances. The green belt is not just about bounding and separating settlements, it is about the 
openness of settlements too. Indeed the NPPF states that unmet objectively assessed housing needs do not justify 
green belt development. The current use of part of this land also does not justify removing the remainder of the parcel 
from the green belt. This is a very large site and its development would have a huge impact on Little Chalfont. The 
consultation document talks of the desire not to change the character of the Chilterns and in particular Chiltern district, 
the scale of this proposed development would not met the objective of preserving the nature of the area. Introducing 
this number of new households would break the already challenged infrastructure of Little Chalfont. The land north of 
Chessfield Park Little Chalfont. This site is in the Green Belt and the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and it should 
be preserved and enhanced not destroyed. To develop this site would be detrimental to the setting of other parts of 
the AONB contrary to planning policy. Access to the land is via a windy narrow lane which does not support increased 
local traffic so that significant road works would be required further impacting the area and it would lead to further 
pressure to develop adjacent green belt land. The employment land on the A404 This land is part of the green belt and 
the Chiltern AONB. It forms a key part both being part of the separation between Little Chalfont and Chorleywood. It 
feels like it stands outside of Little Chalfont due to it being the other side of the crossroads of the A404 Lodge Lane and 
Stoney Lane and yet the development of it would totally change the character of Little Chalfont as the drive into little 
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Chalfont would be a drive into a commercial area not a rural settlement. It is a very large area. The evidence base to 
develop such an area is very poor. The Chiltern District Council’s Employment Land Needs Assessment states that it is 
based on anecdotal evidence of local agents who perceived there to be a need for new high quality office space. This is 
not objectively assessed evidence creating the exceptional circumstance necessary to remove land from the green belt 
or an AONB. The site west of Snells Lane This site was not included in the HELAA. So why has this site been brought 
forward for testing? This site is in the green belt and is an important barrier to sprawl between Little Chalfont and 
Amersham. No exceptional circumstances have been set out to justify removal of this land from the green belt. 
Infrastructure in Little Chalfont does not support further development. Transport and traffic in the village will be 
impacted by developments outside of the village due to the presence of the railway station. The provision of schooling 
in Chiltern and South Bucks particularly at secondary level is already at breaking point. Extra houses requires extra 
school places and given the rules around new schools being brought into Bucks’ selective schools system and the 
shortage of available land the challenge to provide further spaces should not be underestimated. Whilst places would 
be available for Little Chalfont residents would be available the knock on effect for residents in South Bucks would be 
immense. Question 9 I support meeting the need by having provision in the areas in demand by small scale extensions 
of existing lawful traveller sites or by consideration of nominations under the Call for Sites as this is most likely to 
achieve delivered new provision. I would not support new pitches as part of residential extensions to built up areas and 
believe these are not the type of pitches which are most attractive. Question 10 Specialist elderly accommodation is 
required, but this should not be in larger specialist developments. In my view having a mother who suffers from 
dementia, it needs to be located as part of the local community so elderly people continue to feel part of that 
community and not isolated making supporting them easier. Some of the newly built care homes are not located where 
residents can independently remain part of the community. Chesham Leys is at the top of a very steep hill and the 
accommodation on London Road is quite isolated from any centres of social activity for those who are not as fit as they 
were in their younger days. Any significant new housing development should include specialist housing for the elderly. 
Whilst Buckinghamshire is increasing its provision of supported housing it is way behind the rest of the country in 
addressing this need in suitable modern accommodation for those who do not have the funds to move to one of the 
large private retirement villages. Question 17 The consultation document refers to 68 documents for its evidence base. 
To understand what is being consulted upon the public have been asked to assess the evidence in those 68 documents 
and so draw conclusions from them. This consultation has thus not been carried out in accordance with the CDC 
general principles of community involvement. Apart from paragraph 1.6 of the Issues and Options paper there are few 
summaries and signposting of important facts, their impacts and consequences. The Buckinghamshire Green Belt 
Assessment Report was only published 5 days before the end of a 6 week consultation period. There are plans which 
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were published earlier but these do not provide the information which allows proper analysis by members of the public 
or provide any conclusions to be drawn from the information provided. The options put forward to not take account of 
this assessment as some of the areas which are performing well as green belt are still suggested for development. The 
treatment of the Green Belt is fundamental to this consultation. This consultation does therefore not meet the 
principles of the CDC’s Statement of Community Involvement. 72% of the Chiltern District forms part of the Chiltern 
Area of Outstanding Beauty. The National Planning Policy Framework states that an ANOB should be protected, 
promoted and enhanced where possible. It also states that land should only be removed from the Green Belt in 
exceptional circumstances. I am of the view that no exceptional circumstances have been established which justify an 
assessment of the Green Belt, let only the removal of land. In the cases brought before the courts unmet housing need 
has not amounted to exceptional circumstances. The NPPF states that the government attaches great importance to 
Green Belts one of whose essential characteristics is their openness and permanence. CDC have failed to recognise this 
is their assessments or in the consultation document. It is accepted that for cost reasons it may be appropriate to 
prepare a Joint Local Plan with south Bucks District Council but this is only if proper account is taken of the very 
different features and aspects of the two areas. South Bucks shares the major of its boundary with the large 
conurbations of Berkshire and the London Borough of Hillingdon and almost merges with those conurbations in certain 
areas which is quite different to the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty which dominates Chiltern. The Local Plan 
needs to recognise this and to promote and enhance the ANOB. This can mean that the Green Belt adjacent to the 
ANOB needs to be safeguarded in order to promote and protect the ANOB, its setting and openness. The assessment 
carried out of the Green Belt is flawed. Whilst recognising there is no national guidance for such assessment, the 
assessment is intended to establish boundaries of the Green Belt either new or old. Those boundaries should be readily 
recognisable permanent and strong boundaries and capable of enduring beyond any plan period. Para 86 of the NPPF 
states that where the open character of a village makes an important contribution to the openness of the Green Belt a 
village should be included in the Green Belt. The drawing up of the parcels of land for the purposes of the Part 2 
assessment is illogical and does not meet the criteria of ensuring the green Belt has strong physical recognisable 
boundaries. The further subdivision of parcels appears to be subjective to justify removal from the green Belt areas of 
land without proper justification. The area linked to Snells Lane even cuts the green belt in two leaving a parcel of 
green belt to the north and to the south. Where are the strong physical boundaries on the parcels left as green belt. 
Developing this parcel would leave the adjoining green belt land ripe for further development as certainly the parcel to 
the north would not fulfil the functions of green belt land. In carrying out a review the NPPF says that there should be 
permanence with the expectation that the boundaries will last more than one plan period. This does not comply with 
the NPPF. Why is Little Chalfont a main settlement? Please explain the basis for this. The proposed development 
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around Little Chalfont would completely change the character of the village. There has already been significant 
development in Little Chalfont more so than any other settlement in the joint plan area. The larger settlements can 
sustain larger development without the same impact and yet proposed development within Chiltern seems to be 
concentrated on Little Chalfont. The proposed employment site on the A404 on the entrance into Little Chalfont would 
have huge visual impact on Little Chalfont and the ANOB. The developments which have taken place in the last 10 years 
in Little Chalfont have not been supported by sufficient growth in the infrastructure of the village. Transport out of 
Little Chalfont relies largely on a train station which is already over capacity at peak times and would be challenging to 
extend. This transport hub supports other settlements in the plan area. Proposed expansion around transport hubs 
assumes there is capacity but this is not the case here. Secondary health services in Buckinghamshire are already failing 
the community and providing care that falls significantly short of the care elsewhere in the country with services 
overwhelmed by the number of service users. Secondary school places are also in short supply but expansion of 
Buckinghamshire schools (without changing the secondary system) would be enormously difficult given government 
policies on selective education and the funding challenges the schools already have. 

Rep3119 Mr 
Neil Jones 

8 - Unfortunatly like many other subjects which are under management of the government and are linked to votes, a 
quick fix soltion of giving more money or in this case building more will not solve a problem. It needs a more long term 
strategy that will have long term benefits for the country and not just the length of the current parliament. There are 
many issues that should be considered before short term fixes are applied, the obvious ones are to inhabit all the 
vacant properties already in the area or develot existing brown field sites which are of no use in their current state. A 
quick google search shows many examples of this. 17- I would like to make some additional points regarding the 
proposed development and the negative impact it would have: 1. During the week starting 14th March 2016 temp 
lights were put in place on the A404 on the Chorleywood turning. Although this was not major work and only effected 
the flow of the junction it should be seen as valuable evidence that the current road structure is unable to cope. I 
understand this is not quite the area being proposed for development but it is the only major route from the proposed 
site to the M25 and the following occurred: Traffic jams all day as far back as Stony Lane. Traffic trying to find 
alternative routes down single lanes creating jams. The reason I feel this point needs to be raised is it shows evidence 
that development will not be isolated to just the proposed site but would need major redevelopment of the roads at 
great cost and environmental impact. 2. Local services: Water, sewage and waste infastructure has been inplemented 
to support the current population and business in the area. A sudden increase of capacity will require rennovation of 
these systems at great cost and impact on the area. This again this will not only be an impact to the proposed sites but 
also to areas where pipes and other facilities run through. 3. Schools, hospitals and other severices: the pressure that 
will be put on these services seems to have had little consideration. In a period of time where the government is 
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cutting back on these services the proposed redevelopement will only contribute to these being not fit for purpose. 4. 
AONB, Green belt: There is endless evidence that the protection of green belt heavily out weighs the development of of 
such sites. The fact that these these sites are even being consitered against all this evidence makes very little sense. 5 
Flooding and environmental impact: There has been many incidences in the UK and abroad of where development of 
open space and woodland increased the risk of flooding and other environmental disasters, pparticularly river flooding. 
Without these spaces to absorb, additonal water pressue is put on the river to look for alternative flood plains or to 
burst banks. Recent flooding in Cumbria, York and a couple of years ago in Oxford and Reading are evidence of the 
dangerous effects building so close to rivers can cause. 

Rep3120 
Bellami Kerin 

The consultation document refers to 68 documents for its evidence base. To understand what is being consulted upon 
the public have been asked to assess the evidence in those 68 documents and so draw conclusions from them. This 
consultation has thus not been carried out in accordance with the CDC general principles of community involvement. 
Apart from paragraph 1.6 of the Issues and Options paper there are few summaries and signposting of important facts, 
their impacts and consequences. The Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Report was only published 5 days before 
the end of a 6 week consultation period. There are plans which were published earlier but these do not provide the 
information which allows proper analysis by members of the public or provide any conclusions to be drawn from the 
information provided. The options put forward to not take account of this assessment as some of the areas which are 
performing well as green belt are still suggested for development. The treatment of the Green Belt is fundamental to 
this consultation. This consultation does therefore not meet the principles of the CDC’s Statement of Community 
Involvement. 72% of the Chiltern District forms part of the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Beauty. The National Planning 
Policy Framework states that an ANOB should be protected, promoted and enhanced where possible. It also states that 
land should only be removed from the Green Belt in exceptional circumstances. I am of the view that no exceptional 
circumstances have been established which justify an assessment of the Green Belt, let only the removal of land. In the 
cases brought before the courts unmet housing need has not amounted to exceptional circumstances. The NPPF states 
that the government attaches great importance to Green Belts one of whose essential characteristics is their openness 
and permanence. CDC have failed to recognise this is their assessments or in the consultation document. It is accepted 
that for cost reasons it may be appropriate to prepare a Joint Local Plan with south Bucks District Council but this is 
only if proper account is taken of the very different features and aspects of the two areas. South Bucks shares the 
major of its boundary with the large conurbations of Berkshire and the London Borough of Hillingdon and almost 
merges with those conurbations in certain areas which is quite different to the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
which dominates Chiltern. The Local Plan needs to recognise this and to promote and enhance the ANOB. This can 
mean that the Green Belt adjacent to the ANOB needs to be safeguarded in order to promote and protect the ANOB, 
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its setting and openness. The assessment carried out of the Green Belt is flawed. Whilst recognising there is no national 
guidance for such assessment, the assessment is intended to establish boundaries of the Green Belt either new or old. 
Those boundaries should be readily recognisable permanent and strong boundaries and capable of enduring beyond 
any plan period. Para 86 of the NPPF states that where the open character of a village makes an important contribution 
to the openness of the Green Belt a village should be included in the Green Belt. The drawing up of the parcels of land 
for the purposes of the Part 2 assessment is illogical and does not meet the criteria of ensuring the green Belt has 
strong physical recognisable boundaries. The further subdivision of parcels appears to be subjective to justify removal 
from the green Belt areas of land without proper justification. The area linked to Snells Lane even cuts the green belt in 
two leaving a parcel of green belt to the north and to the south. Where are the strong physical boundaries on the 
parcels left as green belt. Developing this parcel would leave the adjoining green belt land ripe for further development 
as certainly the parcel to the north would not fulfil the functions of green belt land. In carrying out a review the NPPF 
says that there should be permanence with the expectation that the boundaries will last more than one plan period. 
This does not comply with the NPPF. Why is Little Chalfont a main settlement? Please explain the basis for this. The 
proposed development around Little Chalfont would completely change the character of the village. There has already 
been significant development in Little Chalfont more so than any other settlement in the joint plan area. The larger 
settlements can sustain larger development without the same impact and yet proposed development within Chiltern 
seems to be concentrated on Little Chalfont. The proposed employment site on the A404 on the entrance into Little 
Chalfont would have huge visual impact on Little Chalfont and the ANOB. The developments which have taken place in 
the last 10 years in Little Chalfont have not been supported by sufficient growth in the infrastructure of the village. 
Transport out of Little Chalfont relies largely on a train station which is already over capacity at peak times and would 
be challenging to extend. This transport hub supports other settlements in the plan area. Proposed expansion around 
transport hubs assumes there is capacity but this is not the case here. Secondary health services in Buckinghamshire 
are already failing the community and providing care that falls significantly short of the care elsewhere in the country 
with services overwhelmed by the number of service users. Secondary school places are also in short supply but 
expansion of Buckinghamshire schools (without changing the secondary system) would be enormously difficult given 
government policies on selective education and the funding challenges the schools already have. 

Rep3121 Mr 
Tim Baker 

I am writing to you to voice my concerns about the proposed development areas in and around Little Chalfont. Whilst 
appreciating the need for extra housing in the general area I am very surprised and disappointed that the areas 
identified by Chiltern DC in Little Chalfont are being considered. Little Chalfont has previously exceeded its fair share of 
housing development and to add to it further would change its character from a charming Buckinghamshire village to 
one of being part of mass urban sprawl. The network of lanes and charming ancient hedgerows would all have to be 
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replaced by larger roads and roundabouts and the area changed forever. The green belt areas that the proposed 
development are to be built upon were implemented to preserve the countryside and environment and not to be used 
as the easy option out of local housing planning problems. I would therefore urge you not to consider developing on 
any of the proposed areas in and around Little Chalfont 

implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep3122 Dr 
Simon Hall 

Q 1 There should be cooperation with adjacent districts concerning the provision of housing and employment. There is 
merit in investigation of the ability of Aylesbury Vale District accepting more housing and employment development in 
light of the infrastructure development taking place such as the Oxford-Cambridge rail link and the numerous light 
industrial sites in development such as those at Westcott and Kingswood. There should also be due account taken of 
the commitments already made for house building in Chalfont St Peter (CSP) at the Holy Cross site and at Newlands 
Park. There must be coordination with the planning of infrastructure including that overseen by authorities other than 
CDC such as transport (county), Education (county/central government) and health facilities (central government) to 
ensiure that due commitments to expand these are in place before any development of housing or employment is 
accepted. Q 2 There should be an intention to accept for extra development only those sites that are close to the best 
infrastructure in the parish of CSP this means that precedence should be given to sites in the conurbation that is CSP 
itself and Gerrads Cross. Several of the sites identified at present include employment use and these should be retained 
ijn place rather than engaging in unecessary relocation of light industrial uses. Q 3 There is substantial pressure on 
current open spaces, sports and leisure sites in the District because previous population growth has increased the 
numbers of users. It is important for the general health of the community (an important part of sustainability) that the 
sites currently available are retained in their current uses. A good reference point in CSP is the recently adopted 
Neighbourhood Plan which set out the areas that are used intensively for sporting, leisure activity and open space. The 
emerging Local Plan should include due reference to the CSP Neighbourhood Plan which was adopted after 
consultation and a vote of the population of CSP. The current possibility of development of any space in the Misbourne 
Valley should not be permitted since much of the local sports, leisure and open space facilities are in this area. Q 4 The 
vision must be to preserve tha character of Chiltern District and ensure that where possible the needs of the current 
population can be met within district and preferably within local facilities in-settlement. It isnobvious that the current 
character is seen as good because of the continued interest in people from outside District to move in. Due regard must 
be paid to the need to mitigate the impacts of HS2 on the District and the extra premium this will put on ensuring that 
other parts of the District must retain character. Q 5 The spatial strategy options proposed should be reassessed in light 
of this consultation and revised choices submitted to consultation. Of the current options my preference would be: 
J>A>D>C. Option C should take account of the volume of existing development for which planning permission has 
already been granted within CSP including Newlands Park, Holy Cross and the care home/sheltered housing on Epilepsy 
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Society site. Q 6 Epilepsy Society site; the open land bordering the site which has been highlighted as a possible 
development site is Green Belt which fulfills a true Green Belt function; providing access to open countryside which is 
attractive landscape. There is also a significant area of the site given over to sports use which is heavily used 
particularly by youth football teams thereby improving health in a cohort where there is significant national concern 
about future helath and well-being. This area should not be subject to development. Mill Meadow and the Associated 
Misbourne Valley; this area fulfills a similar function to the open land bordering the Epilepsy Society site. There is a very 
active football club with large junio section, a thriving tennis club, childrens play facilities, a community centre which is 
used 7 days a week, community allotments and open space. This area is the only area within walking distance of the 
schools located in CSP centre suitable for any kind of outdoor sporting activity; any loss here would severely restrict the 
ability of the schools in CSP centre to offer essential activity to improve health and well-being in a cohort seen as at risk 
of future ill-health. This area should not be developed. Q 8 The local Plan should take account of the type of housing to 
be permitted. Affordable housinmg should be specified as a mandatory fraction of any permitted development and no 
derogation on this allowed even if applicants attempt to indicate that they should be relieved of the commitment on 
viability grounds; applicants for planning permission must understand that they must take account in their planning 
including the price they pay for the sites ofdevelopment potential. Applicants should also be forced to sign binding 
undertakings (with suitable financial penalty) to provide affordable housing and other public infrastructure 
commitments. There should also be direction in the Local Plan for the bedroom count in dwellings permitted. It is 
strongly advised that the findings of the CSP Neighbourhood Plan consultation be acted upon; it was found that there is 
a strong wish to see smaller bedroom number dwellings provided for village residents at the beginning and end of their 
lives in owner-occupier status. This is seen as essential to allow CSP to remain the vibrant community it is with a good 
age demographic. (This finding has been echoed nationwide in other communities and reported in the national press. Q 
10 There is a good case for the Epilepsy Society site becoming a campus for the support of elderly residents. The history 
of the site and the new developments made their recently have enhanced the care function of the site and there is no 
reason why suitable development of more care facilities shouldn't be tolerated. Q 13 The results of the adopted 
Neighbourhood Plan for CSP should be taken into account. Significant effort was devoted to the identification of the 
Green Spaces in CSP and this was ratified in referendum of the parish. Q 16 No decisions should be taken on the 
designation of areas for potential devolopment for housing or employment until the requitrements for infrastructure in 
Chiltern District have been subject to due investigation. Hence the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study must be 
completed and consulted on before the Local Plan is finalised. As mentioned earlier there must be due consultation 
with all other agencies with responsibility for infrastructure including national authorities, utility providers and Bucks 
County. 
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Rep3123 Mrs 
Melanie 
Freemont 

I am against the proposal to develop the precious Green Belt land in Amersham. The area under proposal including 
Quill Hall Farm and the area beyond to Raan industrial estate makes Amersham what it is, a thriving market town 
surrounded by accessible countryside available to all. Building on this land would destroy not only an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty but also the priceless access to the country this area brings. This will also put already 
stretched resources under too much strain. Yes there may be plans to build schools, surgeries and sports facilities but 
what about roads, parking by Amersham station and in the town centre? Is this also going to be addressed. 

  

Rep3124 Mr 
Stuart Wilson 

I wish to comment on the view of Chiltem District Council that Little Chalfont be classified as a “main settlement of 
growth” and that the adjacent Green Belt should be considered for reclassification and release for housing and 
potential employment development. I object to the view that these areas of Green Belt land should be considered for 
release for housing or employment development for the following reasons: 1. Land was specifically granted Green Belt 
status to prevent urban sprawl and to ensure the conservation of rural areas. It was not intended as a reserve of land 
for housing or any other purpose and should not be considered as such. 2. To remove land from its Green Belt status to 
permit house building or any other use would be in contravention of local and national planning policy 3. The land 
considered for housing and employment development between Bell Lane and Stoney Lane and to the east of Stoney 
Lane forms part of the Chiltem Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). AONB have the same status of protection 
as the country’s National Parks and should not be considered as settlement areas for housing and employment 
development. 4. The land considered for housing and employment development between Bell Lane and Stoney Lane 
and to the east of Stoney Lane is probably the most picturesque section of the Chess Valley which forms an important 
part of the Chiltem Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Any development on this land would seriously degrade 
the quality of the whole of the Chess Valley and reduce its national importance as an area where people can come from 
all over the country to enjoy the outstanding Chiltern Countryside and the rare chalk river environment. 5. My housing 
and br employment development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little Chalfont village. 
6. In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing development compared with 
other settlements in the area (e.g. Chalfont St Peter 7.7%, Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Great Missenden 0.2%) 7. A 
study by Amp Group, I believe on behalf of the local authority, considered that areas of Green Belt land around Little 
Chalfont including all the land between Bell Lane and Stoney Lane were considered to be “degraded Green Belt land”. 
Although there does not appear to be an official definition of degraded Green Belt land, I would request all those 
involved in preparing the Chiltem & South Bucks Local Plan visit these areas to see for themselves that by any definition 
the Green Belt land around Little Chalfont, especially that forming part of the Chiltem Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty, is truly outstanding and anything but degraded. 8. Any new housing estates or business developments would 
severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, parking, schools, recreational facilities, waste management, 

 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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water etc. I trust that you will consider these concerns and take them into account when reviewing the Chiltem & 
South Bucks Local Plan or any other similar document. 

Rep3125 Mr 
Mark Lewis 

It has come to my attention that the Great Missenden Garage site known as Wicks Garage (Site CD0031) has been put 
forward for Housing Development in the Chiltern District Council Housing and Economic Availability Assessment 
January 2016. I would like to raise my objection to this as Great Missenden Garage is an essential business that serves 
the local community and beyond. 

  

Rep3126 
Master 
Thomas Hone 

I don’t want houses to be built on Mill Meadow because I use the field five days a weeks for football training on 
Monday and Friday with school and on Wednesday, Saturday and Sunday with Chalfont St Peter AFC inlcuding football 
matches with CSPAFC at the weekend. With school I use Mill Meadow and the Millenium wood for cross country in the 
winter and Mill Meadow for athletics and cricket in the summer. I also play on Mill Meadow with my brother, and enjoy 
using the playground after school and at the weekends. I have also been a cub and I am now a scount and we need the 
scout hut for our meetings every week. I am also a member of Chalfont St Peter cricket club and do training every 
Friday in the summer and have matches at the ground during the week. There are also special events at the club such 
as barbeques and fireworks. My parents have an allotment and I enjoy helping out and eating the strawberries we 
grow. 

  

Rep3127 Mr 
John Hone 

Q5 Option A and option H. Q6 Chalfont St Peter has around 6000 dwellings and in the current round of expansion will 
get 600+ new dwellings, and so will have provided quite a considerable contribution to the required development in 
Chiltern district. In addition, it has no railway link and very poor bus services, making it one of the less sustainable 
options within the district. Mill Meadow/Chalfont St Peter Football Club/Scout Hut/Community Centre The land is a 
flood plain for the river Misbourne and there has been standing water on Mill meadow for most of this winter. The 
playing field is the only recreation field available to Chalfont St Peter Academy for sporting activity. The area is well 
used on both days at the weekends for youth football matches and at other times for dog walking, etc. The playground 
for both young and teenage children behind the community centre are also very well used. The facilities would have to 
be relocated elsewhere which would put them further from the community that uses them, in particular the school. 
The scout hut is in daily use by a whole range of scouting groups, which would have to be relocated further form the 
village. Epilepsy Centre While there would seem to be some scope for development of the site, there are several listed 
buildings that need protection and the development of the whole site would lead to the connection of Newland Park to 
CSP, and would constitute considerable urban sprawl, which the Green belt is meant to prevent. Addition C2 uses 
would provide a valuable service to the community and employment in the area, which serving to protect some of the 
look and feel that the Epilepsy Centre brings to Chalfont St Peter. Winkers Farm Some development of Winkers farm 
for residential purposes would perhaps be reasonable, but removal of the some of the PACCAR facilities which are 
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enjoyed by children from far and wide would be extremely wasteful. A413/Chalfont Park The golf and cricket clubs are 
both beautiful facilities lying in the Misbourne flood plain. The cricket club in particular is a very well used community 
facility. There are existing offices in Chalfont Park that have been left vacant for many years, so it seems inconceivable 
that there is a need for further office space when what exists already cannot be filled. Q11 Protection of the historic 
look and feel of Buckinghamshire towns is critical. The precinct in Chalfont St Peter is a classic example where poor 
planning has radically affected the look and feel of the centre of the village and a Heritage strategy that seeks to 
prevent such shocking planning decisions occurring in the future is critical to preventing both the unique feel and 
relaxing atmosphere of these historic villages from being destroyed, as well as stopping the homogenisation of the 
country, which removes from the community any sense of belonging. 

Rep3128 Mrs 
Sally Hone 

Q6 Chalfont St Peter is currenlty in the process of being consideably expanded and so will have provided a large 
contribution to the development that is apparently needed Chiltern district, and this should clearly be taken into 
account when new site are considered for development. There are no railway links in the village and the bus services 
are extremely poor, so it unclear how this make develpoment of Chalont St Peter a sustainable choice. Mill Meadow 
and Surrounding Amenities The land in question is a flood plain. This winter there has been standing water on Mill 
Meadow almost constantly. The playing field is the recreation field for Chalfont St Peter Academy for all of its sporting 
activities. The school would not be able to function peoperly without access to the field. When not used by the school, 
the field is well used on both days at the weekends for youth football matches and at other times for dog walking, etc. 
The playground for both young and teenage children behind the community centre are also very well used. The 
facilities would have to be relocated elsewhere which would put them further from the community that uses them, in 
particular the school. The scout hut is in daily use by a whole range of scouting groups, which would have to be 
relocated further form the village. I have an allotment and these plots are alos a great community facility providing a 
social point of contact for many elderly residents. Epilepsy Centre There are several listed buildings that need 
protection and the development of the whole site would lead to the connection of Newland Park to CSP, and would 
constitute considerable urban sprawl, which the Green belt is intended to prevent. Perhaps some adddiotnal 
employment could be provided by extending the C2 uses on the sitewould provide a valuable service to the community 
and employment in the area, thereby mainting the look and feel of the site that the Eiplepsy centre has brought to CSP. 
Winkers Farm Some development of Winkers farm for residential purposes would perhaps be reasonable, but removal 
of the some of the PACCAR facilities which are enjoyed by children from far and wide would be extremely wasteful. 
A413/Chalfont Park The golf and cricket clubs are both beautiful facilities lying in the Misbourne flood plain. The cricket 
club in particluar is a very well used and opens itself up for use by the wider community, such as providing free 
coaching for younger players. There are existing offices in Chalfont Park that have been left vacant for many years, so it 
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seems extremely unlikely that there is a need for further office space in this location when what exists already cannot 
be filled. Q11 Protection of historic Buckinghamshire towns is critical to the preservation of future heritage. A Heritage 
strategy that seeks to prevent inappropriate developments (such as the precinct in CSP) is vital to securing the unique 
feel of Bckinghamshire's historic villages from being destroyed. Q13 f not covered already. Mill Meadow/CSP Football 
club and allotments are very well used local sporting facilities and the land also contains other extremely well used 
community facilities, such as the community centre, the playground for small children and teenagers and the scout 
hunt. Gold Hill Common This green area is well used by the community as a recreational area and is central to the 
atmosphere in the north of the village. 

Rep3129 
Mxine Heaton 

No to planning at Nash reck . 
  

Rep3130 
Master 
Benjamin 
Hone 

I use Mill meadow to play football with Chalfont St Peter football club and play football, athletics with my school. I love 
the playground and go after school when it is sunny.I play cricket at Chalfont St Peter cricket club and do training and 
play matches. 

  

Rep3131 
Anna-Kay 
Brocklesby 

During this time I, with my husband, have raised four sons, all locally educated. I have also been a local school 
councillor. My major concern and why I oppose wholeheartedly these planning proposals, is that our current 
infrastructure is already stretched, almost to breaking point. This has been caused by the large increase of housing in 
recent years, !2.4%. We have daily queues and jams of traffic on our roads, public services are stretched, parking 
almost impossible and schools, medical and dental practices groaning under the strain. Such plans will turn Little 
Chalfont into a town with urbanisation spreading unchecked into other urban development areas. The whole purpose 
of the Green Belt is to stop such spreading and urbanisation but this objective seems to have been disregarded and 
even AONB are planned to be affected. Such drastic plans, they seem almost totalitarian in nature (thank goodness we 
have a say) will change the whole nature of Little Chalfont and the surrounding area and therefore I totally oppose such 
proposals and trust that our local councillors and representatives will protect us from such developments. 

  

Rep3132 Mr 
Rob Thomson 

I would like to register my objection to the proposals in the CDC local plan; 1) The proposed areas (for both residential 
and industrial) ‘testing of interest’ would remove significant areas of green belt land which currently serves as a local 
amenity to residents: Green belt was created for a reason to allow the communities surrounding London (and London 
itself) to breathe. 2) The areas proposed would increase the developed area of Little Chalfont by almost 50%: The 
current infrastructure for healthcare and education is already stretched in the provision of adequate services following 
the increase in residential housing by more than 300 units in recent years: No provision exists to support the 
requirements that would come from such a massive increase in village population. 3) Perhaps more importantly, the 
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local road infrastructure is already challenged at peak, and shoulder-peak, traffic times with regular traffic speeds of 
less than 10mph between Amersham and the (current) eastern boundary of Little Chalfont: Within the wider area, peak 
time delays are already considerable on the A404 (through Chorleywood) and the A404/315 (through Beaconsfield) – 
the major direct access routes to the M25 and M40 respectively – no consideration seems to have been given as to 
how (if even possible) these routes could be improved………The only other access to the M25 is currently through minor 
roads to reach the A413 towards Denham (which itself is currently congested through Chalfont St Peter at peak times), 
and major residential disruption to existing stock would be required to improve any access from Little Chalfont via this 
route………the proposal to seek interest in Industrial use of land currently to the west of Little Chalfont would put 
undue pressure on road infrastructure – particularly through Chorleywood and the county of Hertfordshire. 4) Finally – 
these proposed areas represent a destruction of land in an area designated one of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

Rep3133 Mrs 
Irene Carolyn 
Phillips 

I am responding to the Chiltern and South Bucks local plan with reference to development around Little Chalfont. I 
believe in the current climate there will have to be some new housing development in the area of Little Chalfont. 
However, there needs to be careful thought of what is built and where. Driving down the A404 from London past 
Clement Dane's school there is a continuous line of houses and unless we are careful this will continue into Little 
Chalfont and into Amersham. Do the Council really want to continue this urban sprawl? There needs to be an extensive 
green area maintained on the London side of Little Chalfont if this area is not to join the outwards spread of London. 
This was the reason for the green belt and I cannot see that there is any sensible reason to remove this restriction. If 
there is development of any housing estate alongside the A404 then, to maintain the beauty ght and plenty of green 
spaces need to be created on any development and these need to be protected from any further building. In recent 
time there has been an expansion of Little Chalfont and this has caused pressure on a strained infrastructure. Any 
further increase in population needs to ensure that facilities and ammenities are available withoutresidents having to 
continually drive. I am sure any building will have to be 'eco - friendly' which will be a nonsense I every resident has to 
have one or two cars that are needed to get to work and to drive children around. There is onlyone doctors surgery and 
both local primary schools have limited capacity and I believe the secondary system is understrain. The trains in rush 
hour are very full and there has been no increase in the number of trains during peak hours since I moved here in 1978 
and now some of the 'fast' Amersham trains don't stop at Chalfont and Latimer in rush hours! Requests to London 
Transport and Chiltern railways over the years have produced little response.The A404 is a link road between the M40 
and M25 and also the only main road in the area. It is already highly congested at peak times and if either motorway is 
blocked the A404 crawls. Also, since the council allowed the area alongside the Little Chalfont shops to be built on 
there is often a block on the A404 as people queue to park by the shops as there is limited parking - a new car park 
would have helped this problem. Another factor is where the drains for all new houses will go. The road I live in was 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

146 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

linked to sewerage drains in Westwood Drive because the lie of the land meant putting in new sewer routes was 
difficult. Our line goes through back gardens and as a result there are blockages caused by tree roots. This has caused 
major problems as a blocked drain shows over 100 houses away from the block! Any new drains need to be 
independant of the existing sewer lines which were described to me by a previous enviromental officer as totally 
inadequate. Lastly there is very little for older children to do in Little Chalfont. Apart from the Leisure Centre in 
Amersham there is no cinema, bowling alley or entertainment of any kind that can be reached without a car or a 
ridiculous bus journey and this should be sorted before any more development of housing is allowed in the whole 
Amersham area. The best ammenity in Little Chalfont is Westwood Park which, on a Saturday, is packed to capacity 
with football teams. I believe some ammenities need to be be incorporated in any further developments. As we found 
with the 'Donkey Field' Development ' affordable housing' in this area in not affordable to the first time buyers born 
and brought up in Little Chalfont so we have to assume that the bulk of purchasers will be older or financially affluent 
families moving to the area for the local schools and to allow their children to grow up in the countryside. Many of 
these people will move away once their families are established in the Grammar School system and may choose to rent 
their houses to like minded people - as a local estate agent told me - it is very profitable to rent out houses in this area 
for the schools. The other type of purchaser will be 'buy to rent' again looking to rent to famillies wanting the 
Buckinghamshire school system. This adds more and more pressure to the infrastructure of this area. The area would 
benefit from people who want to stay and be part of the local community. Would it be possible to have a clause in any 
deeds that stipulates that new houses or flats on any new development cannot be rented out for 20 years or even 
more to allow a proper community to develop and stop the area becoming a souce of income for people with no 
interest in the area. Obviously this clause would not apply to any social housing acquired by the council in any new 
build. 

Rep3135 Mrs 
Dee Jaggard 

Little Chalfont is a village adjoining an AONB and surrounded by green belt where people can enjoy space and fresh air 
away from the surrounding built-up areas. The recent developments in the village have already placed further strain on 
the existing schools and medical services. Utilities will need significant upgrades leading to considerable disruption. 
Parking is already a problem and will reach breaking point if these proposals take place. There is a need for further 
development but not in these large areas. Sensible infill on a small scale would make more sense and have less of an 
impact on this vulnerable village. 

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

Rep3136 Mrs 
Teresa Jones 

I am writing as a concerned resident living in Chalfont St. Giles and Chalfont St. Peter who has lived in the village for 60 
years and have in depth knowledge of the areas that the consultation on the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 
requires. I am writing as a concerned resident living in Chalfont St. Peter who has lived in the village for over 60 years 
and have in depth knowledge of the areas that the consultation on the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan covers. My 
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response covers several areas of the Consultation and is set out below in no particular order of importance. EVIDENCE 
BASE 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 urban 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 sprawling from 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 that 
it should score at least 4+ or 5 rather than 3+, which appears arbitrarily low. I 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 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 confirms 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. I totally disagree with the scoring for purpose 4, which is nonsensical. 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 I have no other 
comment. Parcel 44a. Again this parcel of land is within the Colne Valley Park which should increase its scoring. Parcel 
44b 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. Parcel 57b No comment. Sustainability Appraisal It appears to me 
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 
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high. This needs to be corrected. 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 I 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 through the narrow lanes to create congestion on the A413 which is already significant 
at certain times throughout the day particularly during the school runs and the rush hours. 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, even fewer at weekends and after 6pm there is very few buses at all. There is 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 to be car dependent. People wanting to travel to join the M25, M1or A412 would need 
a car as there is no bus service and the roads are narrow and dangerous. 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 me to be 
silly 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 attempt 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 I agree that unused employment sites, particularly unoccupied offices unused for over 10 years, could be 
considered for alternative use rather than remain employment sites. I 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 
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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) but it is clear and I think certain that irreversable environmental damage will result from development 
on this site. I 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. I 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 sustainability. I agree with the assessment in paragraph 3.10.8 that the site has limited access to 
health and recreational opportunities. Indeed it is my contention that the site should be retained for healthcare and 
recreational use with some employment land to support such use. Part of the site falls within the HS2 Safeguarded 
Area meaning that development is unlikely to be achievable within the timeframe even if it is suitable – which I 
consider 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. The nearerst A&E 
Department is at Wexham Park Hospital 12.2km away. 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 other 
items that pose a health risk. 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. 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 
queuing at peak periods. These narrow lanes are often used as rat runs to avoid congestion the purpose for which they 
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were not designed and are not capable of handling. During school times and rush hours there is severe congestion 
through Chalfont St. Peter as people try to cross or join the A413. 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. LOCAL PLAN QUESTIONS Question 1 – Comment on HEDNA I believe it is of fundamental importance that CDC 
adheres to the Duty to Co-Operate and it seems to me that CDC should look to meet with other local councils including 
Wycombe, Aylesbury and Hertfordshire to agree that some of the housing needs currently allocated towards the 
Chiltern District can be met elsewhere. There should be a discussion with Aylesbury Vale to take half the allocation of 
the District as a whole and this is something I 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 would like it 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 I 
will comment on some of the specific sites below. However, I 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 applied to other sites 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 
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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. I 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 so any development should be for C2 use only 
and not exceed the existing footprint. I restate that 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 homes. Site CD132 could be considered for green belt release subject to certain 
conditions and I believe this should be taken further to the next stage. Site CD169 has been rejected as a well 
performing designated employment site so I maintain that this consistency of approach should be maintained in 
relation to land at the Epilepsy Society site and elsewhere. Site CD291 and CD292 I 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 e.g. CD33 parts of which may be acceptable for development. Question 3 
– Additional Sites I 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 I 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. I 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 I would hope this question can be discussed and consulted 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 me 
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 
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Options Generally the options are difficult to understand and contain elements within the same question which evoke a 
given response i.e. part of an option might be acceptable whilst another 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 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 take into consideration 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 good bus services. Accordingly I 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 
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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. 
There are also a number of employment sites (mainly unused offices) in the centre of Chalfont St. Peter that 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 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, medical facilities and employment 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 
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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. 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, e.g. 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 Club). It is clear that the Epilepsy 
Society site, in scoring very highly in the green belt review and fulfiling 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. I 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 right of way alongside the River Misbourne from the Village Centre, across 
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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 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. This 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, 
Squash 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 forever. 
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 My 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 
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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 e.g. Little Chalfont, Amersham, Chesham and even to some extent the centre of Gerrards Cross which 
has a rail station. I contend that larger sustainable urban extensions provide viable propositions for affordable housing. 
It is highly likely to be the case that significant quantities of affordable housing can be built on non green belt 
sustainable urban extensions as part of the Duty to Co-Operate and 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 I 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. I would not support any increase in provision in Chalfont 
St Peter. Such sites should be more evenly distributed throughout the district as a whole. Question 10 – Elderly 
accommodation needs I 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 my view that 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, or have otherwise 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 
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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 for people 
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. Question 15 – Scope of Policies No comment at this stage. Question 16 – Infrastructure No 
detailed comments at this stage save that it is clear in respect of Chalfont St Peter that there are significant constraints 
in relation to infrastructure delivery for all of the reasons mentioned throughout our response. Question 17 – Other 
Points In my opinion the Local Plan can only be delivered with full and proper consultation with local residents and 
stakeholder groups. The timeframe for this consultation whilst in line with statute is woefully short. These are difficult 
areas and require careful consideration. I strongly urge that CDC consult with Chalfont St Peter Parish Council and 
SENSE (who have informed with local residents of this consultation) over the coming months to test fully the 
deliverability and content of the Local Plan and to enable them on behalf of residents to elaborate further on my 
answers set out in this response. It is not sufficient to leave consultation only to the statutory consultation stages. I 
would wish that SENSE should be permitted to make representations throughout all stages of the Local Plan process. 
The NPFF requires proper engagement and collaboration with neighbours, local organisations and businesses. It is 
essential that further and fuller co-operation and consultation with local stake holders is carried out. Consultation only 
within limited defined consultation stages is inadequate. Finally, I am concerned that CDC and its officers might have a 
clear conflict of interest as a number of the sites proposed for removal from the green belt are owned by CDC. How is 
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this being objectively assessed? How is the clear conflict of interest being dealt with? Any land being removed from the 
green belt would clearly result in a 'windfall' profit for CDC from the ensuing development. Please could you 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 could you confirm this legislation will be complied with, and 
how it will be complied with. In conclusion I would wish that CDC collaborates with Chalfont St Peter Parish Council, 
SENSE and all local authorities throughout all stages of the process to assist in identifying the most appropriate and 
sustainable solutions in meeting the district’s long term housing and development needs.  

Rep3137 Mr 
Kyle Hamilton 

Q1: Comments of definition of housing & functional economic market area? It seems reasonable to combine Chiltern 
and South Bucks,given the similar markets and similar size. However, this could result in an excessive proprotion of 
allocation in one district (e.g. 80% chiltern, 20% S.Bucks), there needs to be an agreed maximum allocated per district; 
fairness must trumpt expedience. Same goes for travellers. This should be spread evenly and proprtionately to each 
possible site. Adding a couple to every village is better than most going in one or two places. Mass concentration of 
anything causes problems and resentment, which an even spread usually does not. It also helps the existing community 
adapt to the new entrants with change coming more slowly. Q2: Comments on draft HELAA ? The HELAA seems to 
disproporionately accept sites within Chalfont St. Peter. Fully 35% (653 dwellings) of the acceptances are in CSP. 67% 
(240) of C2 dwellings are also in CSP. Which collectively means 40% are in CSP. CSP is already set to experience massive 
changes, these have not yet really impacted and even more is being planned. I'm told that the previous building plan, 
which the government rejected, has largely been started in CSP (building springing up all over) and now it seems the 
slate is being wiped clean (past building not counted) before CSP is targetted again. I think the HELAA dismisses small 
sites when it should not. I believe there is a large unsupported desire for people to build their own homes for personal 
occupancy. The UK is a particularly hostile environment to builder occuppied properties, mostly because it is easier for 
bureaucrats to deal with large building firms/sites (why support 50 small one or two plot sites when a single Newland 
park give 306 dwellings in one easy effort). If you are going to release greenbelt then give back to the community by 
supporting self build just as aggressively as you (rightly) support affordable housing. Q3: Missing sights? Small sites for 
self-build. Small sites in general seem to be excluded with no real mechanism to bring these forward - devise a 
mechanism to encorage land owners who are willing to sell parts of a larger plot, not just those looking to make a 
fortune turning large greebelt sites into large housing estates (Like the CSP Epilepsy society). I believe the call for sites 
has been inadequate such that it only encourages large applications. There is an abandoned factory unit acros the road 
from the CSP church car park. This has been unused for several years . Q4: Agree with approach and objectives? 
Protecting the character and resident appreciation of where they live is critical. Infrastructure is I believe the most 
pressing concern (roads, schools, open spaces, parking, doctors) failure to provide these to match the demand caused 
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by new building is the biggest problem. Everything within the M25 has now become one massive urban sprawl. If green 
belt is sacrificed in this area then the Chilterns and South Bucks will slowly but surely be drawn in to London. The M25 
is a kind of 'natural' barrier but hardly an attractive one. If we do not stop the joining up now then we will have to 
admit that we never will, we will just slide slowly inextricably in to London. Q5: Strategy options? I believe development 
should be spread a thinly as possible, therefore all options should be considered with an overarching target 
development for each current town/village/hamlet. I think an option of 'micro' developments at the edges of each 
town/village/hamlet should be undertaken. Q6: Comments on individual options? Mill Meadow: I frankly consider this 
option was included as a political ploy. This area is used for a large number of community purposes, not least children's 
schooling, sports facilities and playground space. It is surely highly susceptable to flooding and concreting over of the 
land will quite possibly result in much more serious flooding of the current CSP centre. Its removal would also change 
the character of the centre of CSP and give much increased urban feel to the area. Epilepsy Centre: This organisation 
has already been allowed to profiteer from CSP. Saying “It’s for charity” does not in any way validate their behaviour. 
Extending this further is clearly excessive. The roads serving that area can not cope with the current traffic. Enhancing 
the existing road will be both expensive and cause a linkage of CSP with urban areas to the south and eat. This area has 
already been extensively developed with masses of new housing and multiple dwellings buildings. The infrastructure in 
the town can not cope. Schooling and medical are already full. The sewage system clearly already not cope. Extending 
further will come closer and closer to Newland Park, ultimately they would then join, massively extending CSP. The 
Epilepsy Centre and Newland park if developed would double the urban size of CSP on that side of the A413. That is 
completely disproportionate and would fundamentally alter CSP. I also suspect that once the Epilepse centre has 
dumped the land at a massive profit they would naturally move their operations somewhere cheaper. Thus depriving 
CSP of employment opportunities. Industrical corrifor along A413: There are already industry sites in this area some of 
which are clearly unused. As is the the factory unit in the centre of Chalfont St Peter. Building industry along this 
corridor will act to link CSP further to Gerrards Cross and towards Uxbridge. The development will also extend 
CSP/Gerrards Cross opening up the prospect of more housing being build beyond the corridor towards the M25. There 
is also a flood plain. Putting down more tarmac may have the side affect of increasing flooding up and down stream as 
water will not be table to sink into the ground. I do not believe companies will want office space like this. Parking 
becomes a challenge (or requires masses of land) and the road infrastructure overloads at rush hour. Staff in such 
offices are too far from any amenities for use duing lunch hours. Large amounts of traffic joining the A413 will create 
dangerous conditions. The A413 is a fast road. Or it will require extensive modifications (round abouts & traffic lights) 
to be safe. Again this will be distruptive and change the nature of the area. Q7: Comments of levels of unmet needs? 
Generally I think large urban area, like Aylesbury should be expanded rather than villages like CSP, Little Chalfont. 
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Otherwise eventually all smaller urban centres will disappear. But most importantly because cities are move efficient 
and the impact on exisiting city dwellers not noticeable. Once a town is a town it matters little how large a town; it is 
the point when a village becomes a town that is most to be avoided. Q8: Meet affordable housing needs? Massively 
support self build. I believe most commercial house building is very poor in design. With small multiple rooms and 
bedrooms, because these sell for more money even though the owner has a lesser quality of living. I also think 
affordable housing needs great employment and cheap travel options. CSP and such villages are not good for this. If 
you own a car than this helps a bit. But cards are expensive and then place large loads on transport infrastructure. CSP 
is also poorly served with travel to London (expensive and cramped). Build affordable housing adjacent to cities. It is 
where all the facilities are and living expenses least. Q9: Traveller sites? Do not concentrate them in large groups as this 
does not help relationships with the current residents or encourage community mixing. Plus travellers are allowed to 
reserve two school places, one of which which is obviously being used. This could result in schooling in that area being 
impacted with masses of unused school places- this is both inefficient and can cause resentment in the exisiting 
community. Q10: Elderly accomdation? Elderly people, if not infirm, need small houses much the same as young buyers 
need. Good quality smaller accomodation should be supported as a priority for this group. From experience I know that 
the elderly need to live very closeto the local facilities such as Doctors, Shops, Libraries etc and the location of the 
Epileptic Society so far from such services would be highly unsuitable. Also the lack of a regular bus service from that 
site is also a great issue. Q11: Heritage strategy? One needs to protect the character not just the fabric. Q12: Unprotect 
heritage assets? None Q13: New greenbelt suggestions? None Q14: Local measure nominations? I don’t even 
understand the question. Q15: Appendix 7 scope of politices? None Q16: I think a CIL is vital. CSP simply can not expand 
further without major investment in shared services. This should be paid for by developers and people seeking to move 
into the area. Not exisiting residents who made their contributions previously. Settlement capacity should consider – 
access to open spaces, road safety, libararies, car parking, trains and buses, safe cycling, water (only so much falls from 
the sky) and amenities in general. Q17: Other points to consider? I don’t believe that this consultation process has been 
entered in to with any intention of gaining henuine community feedback. The mountain of material (1000 pages plus) 
and the broad question asked here could not have been better designed to discourage ordinary residents from being 
involved. I do not believe this consultation is adequade unless specific surveys are done on the key points of approach 
and methodology. I beliebe that there should be an over-arching even allocation of building work. Rather than a build 
where easiest, which seems to be the resulting in Chalfont St Peter being clobbered with 40% of all Chiltern impact. 
END 

Rep3140 Mary 
Kennedy 

I am responding to question 2 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local plan initial consultation. I do not agree that the site 
of Wicks garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden should be made available for residential development because we lose 
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a valuable village facility and in addition to a loss of local Jobs. Accordingly Wicks Garage should not be included 
amongst the HELAA sites deemed suitable for development. Please protect & preserve the people and the environment 
of an absolutely quaint little village which has so much to offer and which even Roald Dahl thought so highly of to 
choose as his place of eternal rest . 

Rep3141 
Richard and 
Bridget O'Kelly 

It has just come to our attention that the commercial site where Great Missenden Garage is sited has been put forward 
as a potential plot for housing development. As local residents and customers of the business we would like to register 
our strongest possible objection to this change of use. Great Missenden Garage is not only a valuable local employer, 
but also a vital resource for the village, and businesses such as this should be given all support possible. 

  

Rep3142 Mr 
Keith Edlin 

I am writing in response to Question 2 of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Pla Initial Consultation (Regulation18) 
Incorporating Issues and Options ( January - March 2016). I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, 
Great Missenden should be used for residential development. The garage on this site is an important Village facilities 
for many local people, who over recent years have seen a decline in the services provided locally. Also the closure of 
the garage would result in the loss of local jobs. Therefore Wicks Garage should not be included amongst the HELAA 
sites deemed suitable for development. 

  

Rep3143 Mrs 
Gillian Glover 

 I am writing to express my concern that you are considering destroying large areas of green belt surrounding Little 
Chalfont. I am concerned for many reasons 1. Green Belt was created to provide a breathing space around built up 
areas, to provide fresh air and opportunities for enjoying the countryside accessible to towns and cities. It was not 
created as future areas for industrial sites or housing estates. Nor indeed were AONBs. Little Chalfont is surrounded by 
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and these areas are enjoyed not only by local residents, but also by large numbers 
of visitors from London wishing to escape the city at the weekends and enjoy beautiful open spaces, as well as tourists 
from further afield. The Chilterns are a very beautiful area enjoyed by many, the River Chess is an internationally 
important chalk stream which should be protected, as should its surrounding area. We are also lucky to have a 
beautifully preserved Tudor Manor House, Chenies Manor, and the plans to build an industrial site on fields adjoining 
this important Heritage site would destroy completely the character and beauty of this ancient building. AONBs and 
Green Belt are listed as such for many good reasons, and are not to be destroyed by local councils who have no 
authority from the public they serve to do so. Furthermore, the methods used to select areas of Green Belt for 
industrial and residential development, by splitting specific designated Green Belt areas, seems to have been done to 
try and weaken the arguments against development in the future. And to think of building on West Wood and 
Westwood Park, and thus destroying the main play, leisure and football amenity in the area and at the same time 
creating a greater need for such facilities by building more houses does not make any sense. 2. Very recently Little 
Chalfont has had a large number of new houses built, approx 12% increase on its existing population, and this was 
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already an increase far greater than nearby towns and villages have had. So we have already borne more than our fair 
share of extra housing, and we should not have to have more again than other towns nearby. The plan for Amersham 
for example does not appear to have as much land proposed to be taken for building on as Little Chalfont, and again 
this seems unfair and out of proportion for the size of our village. While I recognise that our village may have to have 
yet more housing, many sites have been proposed to you by Little Chalfont Community Association which do not 
involve destroying the Green Belt, or expanding beyond the Little Chalfont boundaries. Beel House grounds would 
provide space for a large number of starter or downsize homes, and even the potential for converting the house into a 
much needed old people's home. Many of the proposed sites are accessed by narrow, sometimes single lane, winding 
country lanes which could not accommodate large volumes of traffic. Brownfield sites should be the priority for both 
residential and industrial sites, though I have seen no evidence for the need for such large industrial sites in Little 
Chalfont as are currently being suggested. 3. The proposed very large increases in housing and industrial sites would 
mean a large increase in traffic and population. Our roads, particularly the A404 are heavy with traffic, and jams easily 
and frequently occur whether from problems elsewhere, open days at the local schools, roadworks, sheer volume of 
traffic etc etc. This will become even worse. We do not have enough doctors, enough school places, enough car parking 
- the London Transport car park is often full by 10am, and commuters' cars already clog the surrounding residential 
roads. As more housing is built locally this will become an even greater problem. There are already inadequate leisure 
facilities, our village hall was built 50 years ago and is overdue for replacement to reflect the current population - with a 
greater increase in population we would need even larger village hall facilities. So such large scale development in Little 
Chalfont is both unsustainable, and against the principles of maintaining the very important and beneficial Green Belt 
and I strongly oppose the suggested removal of Green Belt designation from our locality. 

Rep3144 P 
Hodgson 

I should like to register a very strong objection to the suggestions made by SBDC and particularly SPPC on the issue of 
identification of potential building sites on Green Belt land in Stoke Poges. Stoke Poges is already an over developed 
and densely populated village and we do not need any more people, cars, houses and roads, general activity and noise 
etc spoiling the quality of life any further. I draw your attention to the so called bullet points of NPPF criteria for 
function of the Green Belt. These pertain to checking unrestricted sprawl, safe guarding the countryside and preserving 
the setting and character of historic places. I also draw your attention to NPPF9 par79, NPPF9 par83, NPPF9 par87&88. 
All these paragraphs stress the permanence and continuance of the Green Belt and not harming it. Also NPPF12 par126 
& 129 deal with preserving historic or heritage settings. Some of the proposals would affect the environment and 
settings in this way. No1. Stoke Poges Church and its association with Thomas Gray, No2. Stoke Park and its association 
(Former Owners) with the Penn Family who found fame in Pennsylvania. No3. Stoke Court, again with its association 
(Former Owners) with the Penn Family. These things should be preserved for posterity. Their material existence and 
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ambience are beyond value and so is open spaces and peace and quiet. Once these are gone they`re gone forever. 

Rep3147 
Eloise Lloyd-
Adams 

I wish to lodge my concern at the proposed testing of areas of Little Chalfont for potential future development. Our 
green belt land needs to be protected at all costs, it was made for a reason and shouldn't be used as reserved land. A 
gradual creeping into these protected areas could snowball over time and in years to come there will be no definition 
between towns and villages, just a continuous ribbon of development. The impact of extra traffic on the area will be 
immense. Little Chalfont already struggles with the main artery A404 going through it, and as a resident of a road that 
adjoins Elizabeth Ave, I increasingly see more and more traffic, and in particular HGV's using this road as a cut through. 
The commuter parking and blind spots along this road already makes this a dangerous road to drive along and my 
concern is for the pedestrians and many children who cross this road. Any further development will only increase the 
traffic and the village will be at standstill. I am also concerned about the pressure on schools, doctors, and parking. We 
are already at bursting point, I cannot see how as a village we will cope with the extra demand without further building 
onto the green belt to accommodate extra schools, doctors etc. This will change our community for good and we will 
no longer be a large village but a town merging with Amersham. We can't give this land up as it ruins our local 
countryside that everyone knows and loves we have built enough new houses in the past year and it should be noted 
that hundreds of residents feel this way too and if you do go ahead with this, you could see distinct negative effects 
onto out community and how successful it is. 
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Rep3148 
Susan Evison 

I wish to object to the proposed development of green belt land, in particular, Blackwell Stubbs Wood in Chesham Bois. 
These woods are completely inappropriate area for development: access to this area is extremely difficult. Holloway 
Land and Latimer Road are narrow country lanes that are not designed to cope with the huge increase in road traffic 
that would result from this development. These lanes are used by walkers, runners and cyclists etc. There would 
undoubtedly be an increase in accidents as there are no pathways on these roads. Blackwell Stubbs Wood is a unique 
area of woodland and an area of outstanding beauty. It is a much valued local rural amenity and a part of the green belt 
that is exceptionally beautiful. It should be protected and is not an area where housing development should take place 
under any circumstances. 

 The councils consider that 
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Rep3149 Mr 
Ranjit Mann 

Housing and Development Needs Slough Borough Council has significant housing needs which they say cannot be met 
within its own boundaries and it has been suggested that land on the edge of Slough: Wexham and George Green be 
considered for development. I STRONGLY disagree with this as there is much more suitable land on the east side of 
Slough by the M4 (Huntercombe Spur) and on the south and west by the Jubileee River Thames overflow. This area is in 
easy access to the M4 motorway, Taplow Railway Station (Cross link Railway), the town's major employment hub 
Slough Estates and two large supermarkets. Protect the greenbelt by promoting urban regeneration in towns keeping 
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housing and business close to services and transport links. Build on brownfield sites and use properties which are 
empty or abandoned. Listed Buildings in South Bucks South Bucks have nearly 750 listed buildings within their area. 
One of which is St Mary's Church which is a grade II listed building situated on Church Lane which is the road from 
Wexham Park Hospital to A412 Slough to Uxbridge. This is the 12th CENTURY PARISH CHURCH OF ST MARYS 
(designated 19th May 1950). This Church is set in the greenbelt area and MUST REMAIN SO. IT MUST NOT AND CAN 
NOT BE SURROUNDED WITHIN A HOUSING ESTATE. Green Belt and Wildlife The fundamental aim of greenbelt policy is 
to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. The essential charactaristics of greenbelt land are their 
openness and permanence and to provide habitat to wildlife. The greenbelt area is a home for an array of wildlife from 
animals such as deer, badgers, rabbits squirrels, edgehogs and birds: Red Kites, Pheasants, Ducks, Geese, Owls, Swallow 
and Chif Chaff which come by seasonally. Some of these animals and birds are protected species and by developing on 
greenbelt land their habitats will be destroyed which will have a detrimental effect on them. The land around or near St 
Marys Church consists of ancient farming land, woods and hedgerows, a proliferation of vegetation and invertibrate 
that help form a natural ecosystem quite unique to this area but a typical English countryside. That is why it must 
remain as designated greenbelt land. 

Rep3150 Mrs 
Michele 
Fowler 

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. The Golf Club has a membership spanning all generations from Juniors through to Seniors 
(some in their 90s) and attracting many ethnicities. Furthermore, 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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Rep3151 
Gwen Beynon 

I am emailing you to object to the proposed building of an industrial estate on the Nashleigh Hill recreation site 
  

Rep3152 
Jasper 

I write to oppose your plans to tear the countryside and boundarys of Little Chalfont. Here are mys reaons: 1. me and 
my family like to walk around West wood as I have heard tou are doing half of it I would hate it to be destroyed. 2. 
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Mitchell Every time I come out of school I want to go somewhere new in the countrysid eand I play with my friends in almost 
every place you are going to build on. I understand you need to build houses but why not some schools or dentisits and 
personaly I think it is bad place to construct on. It might as well be called Big Chalfont and we will be a place with hardly 
any countryside. We will be joined uop with Chorleywood as well. 

Rep3153 Alan 
and Gill 
Bridges 

We are responding to Question 2 of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) 
Incorporating Issues and Options (January-March 2016). We 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 
with the loss of local jobs. Accordingly Wicks Garage should not be included amongst the HELAA sites deemed suitable 
for development. As owners of 2 cars, we use the garage for all servicing and repairs and consider it an important part 
of our village amenities. 

  

Rep3154 Mr & 
Mrs Hubert 
Martel 

We are responding to Question 2 of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) 
Incorporating Issues and Options (January-March 2016). We 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 
as it is the only MOT center in the village and there will be a loss of local jobs. As a business ourselves, we appreciate 
that a lot of money as been invested in the garage in order to offer high quality service which relies on employing very 
skilled local people. Accordingly Wicks Garage should not be included amongs the HELAA sites deemed suitable for 
development. 

  

Rep3155 Mr 
Andrew 
Haines 

The proposed development for Mill Meadow in Chalfont St Peter should not be considered as viable for the following 
reasons: - The area is a much used amenity facility, including the Community Centre, football club and parish council 
offices. The are no areas within the centre to relocate any of these facilities in the event that the development goes 
ahead. - The CSP C of E Academy uses the fields for PE lessons at present on a daily basis. The school would be unable 
to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for redevelopment. - The area is a much used public 
facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and walking areas adjacent to the River Misbourne through to Chalfont St 
Giles. These areas are irreplacbale should they be destroyed by development. - Mill Meadow is a flood plain, and 
development would increase risks to flooding. I wish my views against the proposed development to be noted as a 
result of the consultation process, and propose that other areas in the South Bucks and Chiltern District be considered. 
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Rep3156 Ms 
Catherine 
Coen 

Infrastructure Little Chalfont has alreadyhad new developments and as a resident feel the infrastructure is already 
struggling to cope. - roads; the A404 (and specifically White Lion Road) is congested throughout the day putting 
pressure on Cokes Lane, Elizabeth Avenue and Oakington Avenue as 'rat runs' for commuters trying to avoid the 
queues. Not only are these residential streets seeing an increase in traffic but also an increase in traffic speed. Lodge 
Lane, Stony Lane and Roughwood Lane are also hazardous as they are single track in many places. - parking; the small 
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parade of shops in Little Chalfont are already impossibel to reach by car during the day. At regular intervals the main 
car parl (off Cokes Lan) is full. This is already resulting in cars being parked on pavements making access for pedestrians 
dangerous. - schools; already over-subscribed - services; Drs already becoming difficult to get an appointment as 
surgery becoming busier. Local amenities such as village Hall already not fit for purpose. These are issues that are 
currently being experienced by existing quota of residents , with no obvious resolution in sight. In addition the 
reclassification of Green Belt Land potentially removes it s essential purpose. Currently it provides a safeguard for 
wildlife (the recent introduction of red kites) it also is a Green Break between Little Chalfont and Chorleywood. 
Chalfont St Giles and to a small degree amersham. The heritage of the area is maintained by the Green Belt such as Old 
amersham, Latimer and Chenies Villages and Chenies Manor. This heritage brings business to the area with walkers and 
TV film production - that heritage is lost if there is a business park or housing estate surrounding it.  

implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep3157 Miss 
Hannah 
Johnson 

I live in Chalfont St Peter in one of the areas that you are putting at risk called 38A. I am very worried because our 
lovely rural areas will be turned into something too chaotic, with lots of building work and traffic jams, as well as no 
beautiful views for people to enjoy, and nowhere to go for walks. Where will all the children go to school? Where will 
all the adults go to work? How are they going to get there, and how long will it take? We cannot walk to a bus stop or 
to a train station as they are too far away- we need to drive there. We also need a car to go shopping, to go to school, 
to go to the doctor, for me to play with my friends, to go to play sport and much much more…Everything needs a car, 
and we usually have to drive along very narrow country lanes which won't be able to cope with all the traffic. I know 
that we need more homes, but there must be some more sensible places to put them other than in beautiful fields a 
long way from any train stations or bus stops. Please think hard about this. 
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Rep3161 Mr 
Jonathan Rush 

These remarks apply to Chalfont St Peter only There are about 600 dwelling already which planning approval in 
Chalfont St Peter. The infrastructure of the village is at its limits terms of drainage. Climate change is increasing the 
frequency of heavy storms. Raw sewage has flooded the streets near the Greyhound public house. Peak hours traffic 
already results in tailbacks along the A413. The junction at the foot of Rickmansworth Lane and Gravel Hill is congested 
and a turn in the direction of Chalfont St Giles is dangerous, even sometimes in off peak times. Question 6 Th Epilepsy 
Society The current Green Belt between the sports fields in the direction of Newland Park should be retained otherwise 
the sense of open space between the settlements will be destroyed. The sports fields are a valuable community facility 
and are used by children, inter alia, playing for Chalfont Saints and Scouts. These should be designated as a Local Green 
Space to provide protection and allow for proportionate improvement of facilities such as changing rooms. The Mill 
Meadow This should be designated as Local Green Space to protect the area but facilitate proportionate improvements 
to facilities such as the Community Centre. As a member of the Chiltern District Council's Planning Committee I feel 
unable to comment on other areas. 
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Rep3162 Mr 
Colin Russell 

OPPOSITION TO MAJOR DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR LITTLE CHALFONT I wish to formally record my objections to the 
proposed Major Development Plan for Little Chalfont. The proposed development is out of keeping with the current 
size of the village, and the public services, facilities, infrastructure and amenities that support the village today Today, 
essential services such as primary & secondary school places, healthcare provision, and local car parking are already 
stretched. Such a drastic plan to substantially increase housing provision will only make the situation considerably 
worse. Obection to Overturning AONB/Green Belt Status The AONB and Green Belt statuses have been in force for very 
good reasons: To prevent urban sprawl o To protect the outstanding areas of beauty in this region To preserve the 
setting and special character of Little Chalfont o To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment o To 
assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land The Development Plan, in my 
opinion, contravenes the local and national Planning Policy Guidelines governing the protection of green belt. The loss 
of open countryside would permanently diminish the character and perception of the open countryside that 
strategically defines the setting of Little Chalfont. The ecological impact of development would be enormous and 
irrevocable and would change the face of the village forever 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. Unacceptable impact on Community 
Services/Infrastructure 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 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: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 Busier roads – traffic through the village has become immeasurably heavier year-on-year. 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. The residential roads around the station are already used by commuters on a daily basis as a 
car park o Already on any given school day, the traffic crawls through Little Chalfont, and the A404 between Little 
Chalfont and Amersham is equally choked with traffic. Going the other way, traffic heading towards J18 of the M25 
daily backs up towards Chorleywood, and sometimes as far as Chenies. Increasing the traffic flow in either direction will 
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cause non-stop gridlock between Amersham and the M25 Junction, with Little Chalfont being in the unfortunate 
position between these two points. Busier trains – on a daily basis today, commuters have to stand on trains from Little 
Chalfont to London, as Little Chalfont has already experienced a huge increase in the number of people using the trains 
trains in recent years. Little Chalfont is unable to sustain further substantial development, and should remain protected 
and surrounded by AONB and Green Belt land. It should not be identified as a Main Settlement For Growth. 

Rep3163 
Jennifer 
Quinton 
Rep3164 
Mandy 
Quinton 

I am writing to oppose the re- development proposals in our village, which would almost double in size over 4 years 
with the proposed plans. I live at […..] Lt Chalfont, and my garden backs on to 2 of the areas: the Donkey Field over the 
railway, and the industrial site between Lodge Lane and the A404. I am objecting for the following reasons. 1. We 
already have high traffic volumes going through the village on the A404, and I currently struggle to turn right onto it 
from Lodge Lane early in the morning.(7.30a.m)What already takes me 5 mins will be even longer! 2. I appreciate we 
need more housing, but this 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. 3.Much of the land around Lt Chalfont 
(including the site west of Stoney Lane and that straddling the A404 east of the village), is in an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty. I have loved walking in this valley for 20 years, and know that the new housing will completely destroy 
what has been preserved for us and future generations all these years. 4.Lt Chalfont has already taken more than its 
fair share of new housing with the estates by Bell Lane (253 homes) and behind Chenies Parade (45). It is time that Lt 
Chalfont was REMOVED from the shortlist 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.  

Rep3165 Ana 
Melvin 

I have lived in Little Chalfont for the last 12 years and was a pupil at Dr Challoners Grammar School. I would be very sad 
to see the place in which I grew up, enjoying the surrounding countryside, walks and fresh air, be converted into an 
urban sprawl. In my class at school it was necessary to add an additional class to the year group to meet local demand. 
The school was, even at that time, full to capacity and I understand there are no plans to build more schools in addition 
to the extra housing. Local traffic is already hazardous to those walking to school and I am aware of issues locally with 
parking and infrastructure, which is inadequate to support an increasing population. I would strongly ask that BCC 
consider the importance of protecting our green belt in Little Chalfont and preserving our local area for my generation 
and those of 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.  

Rep3166 Lisa 
Adams Rep3167 Mr 
David Adams 
Rep3253 Mr John 

Pritchard Rep3551 
Mrs Julie Tennyson-

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 

 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          

169 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 
Davies Rep3254 
Emily Adams 
Rep4121 Miss 
Annabel Tennyson-
Davies Rep4278 Mr 
Nigel Tennyson-
Davies Rep4305 
Linda Clarkson 
Rep4462 Mr 
Alexander Tennyson-
Davies Rep4355 
Nicholas Warren 
Rep3012 Sally Pike 
Rep3084 Ann Coyle 
Rep3255 Mr Peter 
Adams Rep3326 Mrs 
N Wickers Rep3525 
Ms A Walters 
Rep4329 James 
Warren Rep3484 Mrs 
Iyantha Pitigala 
Rep3486 Mr Deepal 
Pitigala 

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 characterand 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. 

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. 

Rep3168 
Janette 
Quainton 

I am writing to object to the proposals outlined in the Local Planning Consultation for Little Chalfont and surrounding 
area on the following grounds: The area designated on the plan for residential and employment development is Green 
Belt land. The purpose of green belt is to prevent urban sprawl and ribbon development and should not be considered 
as reserve building land. Large areas of the land identified are in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). This 
land should be protected as it is a local asset. The infrastructure in Little Chalfont and surrounding area is hopelessly 
inadequate to cope with any further scale development.Little Chalfont is under immense pressure for school places – 
currently many children, within the catchment area, cannot access the local schools and so the prospects for further 
development would make this situation even worse. Public amenities ,where parking is essential ,are already struggling 
to cope with the demands of traffic - Chenies Parade is a very busy shopping area but current parking and access to the 
shops is inadequate, causing immense traffic queues on the main A404. Little Chalfont has already taken its share of 
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new housing estates with significant developments in Bell Lane and Burtons Lane. The scale of the proposed 
development is completely out of character to a village and represents significant over-development. 

Rep3169 Miss 
Rachel 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.) 

 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. 

Rep3170 Miss 
Lucy 
Richardson 

As someone who has grown up in Little Chalfont, and lived there for the last 25 years, I am against the further 
development of Little Chalfont which involves using existing green belt land and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
for any sort of development including additional housing, infrastructure or employment development. The key reasons 
are as follows :- The green belt and AONB were created to constrain future building and protect for future generations 
large areas of natural beauty. The Chilterns are one of the few areas close to London itself that both give local people 
and visitors who live in London the opportunity to get away from the City and experience stunning landscapes and 
vistas. Hundreds of Thousands of people visit this area to be able to walk through countryside away from housing 
development It is precisely because it is so accessible to London that Little Chalfont’s green belt should be preserved 
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rather than nominating it as a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’. Little Chalfont was always designed to be a Village with 
appropriate infrastructure for a village. Their have recently been over 300 new houses added or planned in the area 
equating to an increase of over 12%. This has already highlighted the constraints on the infrastructure and the 45 new 
homes just behind Chenies parade are not yet occupied! There are regular queues to park next to the Village shop, 
Parking adjacent to the library can be full, the traffic on the A404 is getting heavier and passes right through the centre 
of the village, again resulting in queueing and road repairs, the trains are full in rush hour with no seats much after 
07h00, doctors and dentist times to get an appointment are getting harder and longer, the schools are all nearing 
capacity and their ‘actual’ catchment area is getting smaller. Other infrastructure such as sport and recreation, social 
care, waste water have all got limits. If the green belt land is used for development it will be lost forever and future 
generations will be left wondering how such environmentally insensitive decisions were taken y our generation. If 
additional development areas are needed then they must be within the current boundaries of the village. 

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

Rep3171 Mr Denis 
Piddington Rep3172 Mr 
Andy Sammars Rep3173 
Mrs J Sammars Rep3174 
Mrs Janet Piddington 

I am writing to state my objection to the planned development of Westwood Park. There are few leisure 
facilities around and this is a popular recreational area of beauty for families. Another large housing estate 
would put too much pressure on local services and leave no green area for current families go enjoy. I object 
most strongly to the planned development of this green 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.  

Rep3175 Mr 
Trevor 
Quinton 

I am writing to oppose the re- development proposals in our village, which would almost double in size over 4 years 
with the proposed plans. I live at […..] Lt Chalfont, and my garden backs on to 2 of the areas: the Donkey Field over the 
railway, and the industrial site between Lodge Lane and the A404. I am objecting for the following reasons. 1. I 
appreciate we need more housing, but this 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. 2. We already have high volumes of 
traffic going through the village on the A404. It is currently already a struggle to get into the village or to turn right onto 
it from Lodge Lane early in the morning (7.30a.m), what already takes me 5 mins will be even longer. In addition the tail 
back on the A404 to Chorleywood which already stretches past St Clement Danes School and Green Street will be made 
even worse, probably stretching all the way back to Little Chalfont itself and making access to the M25 almost 
impossible, not to mention exasperating the problems on the White Lion road. This will only force drivers onto back 
roads which are already clogged increasing the dangers to pedestrians in the locality. 3. Much of the land around Lt 
Chalfont (including the site west of Stoney Lane and that straddling the A404 east of the village), is in an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. I have loved walking in this valley for 20 years, and know that the new housing will 
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completely destroy what has been preserved for us and future generations all these years. 4. The whole of the village 
community of Little Chalfont will be lost forever. Lt Chalfont has already taken more than its fair share of new housing 
with the estates by Bell Lane (253 homes) and behind Chenies Parade (45). It is time that Lt Chalfont was REMOVED 
from the shortlist of main settlements for growth in the Councils Core Strategy. 5. If the development on the old Little 
Chalfont Golf Course is agreed with the additional amount of traffic generated the risk and dangers of accidents and 
thus fatalities occurring under the narrow railway bridge on the road leading up to the A404 will increase significantly 
as it is hardly wide enough for cars to pass by each other and is especially dangerous because of the loose gravel that is 
constantly under it. There has already been 1 death under the bridge. 

Rep3176 Mrs 
Mara Edwards 
Priory Farm 

I AM THE OWNER OF A LIVERY STABLES AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS I WISH MY PROPERTY TO BE REMOVED FROM THE 
GREEN BELT AND TO BE USED AS DEVELOPMENT I FIND THE AREA / ROADS VERY DANGEROUS TO RIDE OUR HORSES 
ON, DUE TO TRAFFIC AND THE AREA IS GETTING MORE BUILT UP ETC. SO MANY ACCIDENTS ARE HAPPENING BETWEEN 
CAR AND HORSE, IT IS JUST NOT SAFE ANY MORE FOR HORSE RIDERS AND OUR BRIDLEWAYS ARE NOT BEING 
MAINTAINED OR BEING FLY GRAZED BY GYPSIES PONIES. THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME 

  

Rep3177 
Helen Lee 

In response to Q.2 I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road should be included in the HELAA for 
residential development. The site is occupied by a local business employing local residents. There is no suitable 
alternative site within the village for a garage to relocate to and thus if this site is made available for residential 
development the existing and future residents will loose a valuable and trusted local business and the owners and 
employees of the garage face loss of livelihood. I have used this business, and its predecessor on this site, for many 
years and have recommended them to many people. 

  

Rep3178 Mr & 
Mrs Richard & 
Caroline 
Biddle 

We object to the plans to build on Greenbelt put forward in the Local Plan. 1. Most specifically we question the lack of 
infrastructure in place to sustain a further 1000 houses in the Built Area Extension Option for North-West Chesham. a. 
Having had a perfectly good school building demolished on Lycrome Road to build new homes we ask where the extra 
school places will be provided for these extra 1000 homes. Local residents have already found it difficult to get local 
primary school places for their children. This will put a further strain on the system and gives the impression that there 
has been little joined up thinking between planning and educational requirements. Please can the council demonstrate 
where these extra primary and secondary school places will be provided? b. As a local resident, it takes me more than a 
week to get a doctor’s appointment at the local surgery. An extra 1000 homes will put a further stress on the 
healthcare system. Will the council be building and staffing further surgeries to accommodate this extra healthcare 
need? If not, please can the council demonstrate how these extra 1000 homes will be accommodated by the existing 
overstrained healthcare infrastructure? c. The key roads of the Built Area Extension (Lycrome Road, Lye Green Road & 
Botley Road) are poorly maintained minor roads that already struggle to accommodate the volume of traffic especially 
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at peak times. They fall in to disrepair frequently with pot-holes a regular occurrence. 1000 more homes will lead to at 
least 1000 extra cars using these roads daily. Public transport in the form of local buses is minimal and runs at 
restrictive times. You may be able to get somewhere by bus but the chances are you will not be able to get back when 
you would like to. This has the effect of forcing people into their cars. This is why we have empty buses. d. The Local 
Plan fails to demonstrate any kind of Settlement infrastructure Capacity Assessment. Perhaps this should have done 
before producing the Initial Consultation Document. 2. The use of arable Greenbelt is contentious when there are 
Brownfield sites readily available. Are these really the “exceptional circumstances” required to build on Greenbelt 
ahead of Brownfield? Will the council be reverting empty Brownfield sites back to a Greenbelt allocation if they choose 
not to build on Brownfield? a. It is clear to see that The Green Belt Assessment exercise has been performed on laptop 
& Google maps with insufficient site visits carried out. No thought has been given to what the Greenbelt land under 
review is currently being used for. Surely it does not make sense that land currently being used for arable purposes by 
local farmers should be concreted over. Is the council proposing that the crops being grown and used locally should be 
trucked in instead by Lorries on our already overcrowded roads? If so, what steps will the council make to better 
accommodate this heavier traffic on our local roads? b. Can we afford to be so uncaring towards the local wildlife that 
depends on these fields and undergrowth for habitation and food? We are lucky in the Chilterns that we have been 
able to live side by side with the local wildlife, indeed this is very much a local feature that draws residents and visitors 
to the area. Further concrete on Greenbelt areas will make that increasingly unlikely as we become another 
Metropolitan spread. c. According to the Chesham Society, in excess of 30 Greenbelt locations in the Chesham have 
been identified that do not serve the five identified Greenbelt Purposes as well the Built Area Extension under review in 
Chesham. These sites include infills and other areas with little impact on local wildlife and the openness of the 
Greenbelt. These should be built on before we start building on arable farming land.d. A key Chiltern Council objective 
as quoted on their website: i. “is to 'Conserve the environment and promote sustainability', ensuring the continued 
prosperity of the district, accessibility and appropriate housing provision especially with regard to the redevelopment 
of previously developed (Brownfield) sites.” ii. The Local Plan fails to make any mention of Brownfield sites or their 
consideration in the Local Plan Initial Consultation Document. The Local Plan is incomplete as it primarily discusses 
building on Greenbelt. 3. The Area of Search Strategic Employment Options choice of building a Business Park either 
side of Ashley Green Road gives little thought to local traffic levels. Already a very busy road at peak times, increasing 
the amount of traffic into and out of Chesham. Surely a better place to put a local Business Park would be on some of 
the land next to the A41 or indeed make better use of the space in Chesham Town Centre. Alternatively, the currently 
disused Brownfield sites along Waterside. A word about Pollution: the Buckinghamshire County Structure Plan (1991 - 
2011) states that "Local Plan policies should take account of the need to separate potentially polluting and other land 

available on brownfield sites. 
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uses to reduce conflicts and protect the natural environment". Building these 1000 extra homes on Chesham Greenbelt 
and extending the employment areas along the Greenbelt on either side of Ashley Green Road would add to the air and 
noise pollution in this part of the County. Chesham Town Council is already failing to achieve compliance with its 
Environmental Strategy. Air Pollution on Berkhampstead Road and the A416 consistently fails to meet European & 
DEFRA guidelines. Ref: Chesham Air Quality Management Area and Chiltern’s Local Air & Environment. What steps will 
Chiltern District take in rectifying this in light of the extra homes being built in the area? A final observation on the 
format of the Initial Consultation Document: It is written in such a way that a layman without the technical knowledge 
of planning regulation will easily be overwhelmed by jargon and complexity. The 17 questions are loaded in favour of 
Greenbelt development and readers are left with a depressing sense of inevitability that whatever points they raise in 
the consultation response will largely be ignored and or written off as Nimbyism.  

Rep3179 Mr 
George Noble 

I write to express in the strongest terms my objection that Green Belt land in Little Chalfont is being considered for 
release for the purpose of new housing/development. Green Belt land was created in 1935 to provide a reserve supply 
of public open spaces and of recreational areas to establish a green belt of open space and therefore should never be 
seen instead as a reserve of land that can be dipped into as and when required for development in any form. Much of 
the land around the village of Little Chalfont is in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and is thus protected under 
the 1949 National Parks & Access to Countryside Act. Little Chalfont has already been built up to the tune of 253 new 
homes in Bell Lane and behind Chenies Parade so in my opinion it has already taken over and above its fair share. Our 
village can take no new further housing estates and it is high time that Little Chalfont is once and for all 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.  

Rep3180 Ian 
and Vanessa 
Botwright 

We are writing to express our worries and concerns about the planned development work on green belt land in our 
area. Having lived in Little Chalfont for 14 years, bringing up our 3 children here, we feel very strongly that we need to 
help save the area from such drastic development. We live in an area surrounded by green belt land and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. This is something we are very proud of and in all honesty have paid a premium to live 
near. We have always been led to believe that such land is protected yet here we are facing the possibility of losing 
these beautiful areas forever. As a family, we enjoy the surrounding countryside, walking our dog, exercising as the 
government is so keen on telling us we should be doing. If these plans come into effect that will be under threat too. 
The area has already seen new housing developments, including the new estate on Bell Lane and those built on Burtons 
Lane. (Incidentally, the houses on Burtons Lane can hardly be deemed affordable housing, in line with what we 
understood the government initiative to be, when selling with price tags of over a million pounds). All of these 
dwellings obviously bring more people into the area. This in turn stretches the available infrastructure, such as schools, 
doctors, parking etc. Some schools are already seriously oversubscribed, so where on earth would more children 
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moving to the area go? Traffic would increase beyond what it already is-the state of the roads is already a cause for 
concern, yet the possibility of an industrial area will mean more large vehicles and lorries will be using them. As parents 
this increase in traffic is a concern in both a safety and environmental way-we want our children to breath as clean air 
as possible, not inhale more diesel fumes from the extra traffic. We know from talking to other locals that our views are 
echoed by the many people who live here and have written to you. We hope that during the consultation all these 
views will be seriously considered. Please save the area we all live in and love before such a beautiful area is changed 
forever. 

Rep3181 Mr 
Bipin Patel 

I feel I must object to the latest round of local planning consultation. Whilst I know there is a need (and I do not object) 
to increasing / freeing up land to build more houses across the country, I feel that Little Chalfont village has taken it's 
fair share in doing what it can to address these issues over the last few years and yet it is being targeted again. We have 
had huge increases in new housing compared to other districts in South Bucks and why can't other districts share this 
responsibility? Have the local council looked at this? Traffic is also excessive where we live and feel that our village 
infrastructure (schools, roads, parking, other essential services) could not cope with further developments. All we ask is 
that the policy planned for future is fair and shared evenly across other districts and the council and other local 
government departments look at this closely before land is unduly open for release to housing and further 
development. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
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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. 

Rep3182 Mr 
Peter 
Quainton 

I am writing to object to the proposals outlined in the Local Planning Consultation for Little Chalfont and surrounding 
area on the following grounds: The area designated on the plan for residential and employment development is Green 
Belt land. The purpose of green belt is to prevent urban sprawl and ribbon development. The green belt around London 
has been in existence since the 1940’s to prevent London’s spread to neighboring towns and villages. The areas marked 
on the map will effectively connect Little Chalfont in a ribbon of development to Chorleywood and hence to London. 
Large tracts of the land identified are in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). AONBs are given in recognition 
of their national importance and to ensure that their character and qualities are protected for all to enjoy. The 
infrastructure in Little Chalfont and surrounds is hopelessly inadequate to cope with any further scale development. It 
is a village of c.2700 dwellings that is under immense pressure for school places – my son wouldn’t get into the local 
primary school that he attended now. Many roads off the A404 are single lane or narrow 2-lane b-roads and traffic at 
peak times is dreadful – and these lanes have become rat runs for those trying to avoid traffic. The Chiltern Train line is 
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overwhelmed – I can never get a seat on my journey to Marylebone. Little Chalfont, relative to its size, has seen 
proportionally more development than neighboring towns and villages. The quantum scale of development is 
completely out of character to a village and represents significant over-development. 

the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites 

Rep3183 Ann 
Whiteley 

I am extremely disappointed to learn that you are even considering our treasured green belt land for development. This 
land has been designated as green belt for a very good reason, to ensure that the people who live in the local area of 
Little Chalfont and surrounding areas have places of beauty, peace and tranquility to escape to. Releasing green belt 
land for building is the beginning of a down hill spiral and, as our council, you should be safeguarding the existing 
residents against the torture of more housing in the area. We all recognise that housing is in short supply but Little 
Chalfont has tolerated vast development over the last few years. We already have major parking, schools, and 
inforstructure problems to list but a few. It is now time that the village of Little Chalfont is removed from the council’s 
core strategy list with regards to short listing for further housing developments. Little Chalfont has the A404 running 
through it's centre, that alone brings excessive non-local traffic which already clogs our roads and the thought of 
further traffic from new settlements would be detrimental to 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.  

Rep3184 Ms 
Heather 
McCallum 

I am writing to strongly object to potential release of Green Belt land around Little Chalfont for development as 
outlined in the Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan. I have had the benefit of reading the detailed response made to the 
Council by Little Chalfont Community Association and Little Chalfont Parish Council and I endorse its contents. I would 
particularly like to highlight the following important points which I have grouped under two sub-headings for ease: 
Green Belt I AONB Release of Green Belt land is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework and would set a 
dangerous precedent. The parcels of land that have been identified for potential development do not have durable 
boundaries and many are currently only accessible via narrow country lanes. It is clear that Green Belt should not be 
viewed as a land bank for housing need but rather a conscious policy to restrict housing development for the benefit of 
wider society. Green Belt can be released where there are genuinely 'exceptional circumstances' but generalised 'un 
met housing need' is clearly not intended to be one of them. There is also a legal requirement that Green Belt 
boundaries should be changed only in exceptional circumstances. Any development of the sites proposed for testing in 
or adjacent to Little Chalfont which are current ly designated as Green Belt would be against the published guidance 
and contrary to the purposes for Green Belt. Any large scale development: Would constitute urban sprawl and would 
destroy the openness of the landscape; Cannot be justified on social, economic or environmental grounds; Can be 
proven to be unsustainable; Does not take account of AONB status. 72% of Chiltern District is designated an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). This aspect must significantly affect the dynamics of the housing and functional 
economic market areas within the district. All of the proposed sites around Little Chalfont either are in, or border, 
AONB which CDC has a duty to protect for future generations. In addition, many of the sites either contain or are 
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immediately adjacent to areas of ancient woodland, wh ich are important habitats for a wide range of animals. Any 
parcels of land identified as having a weak Green Belt score 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. A history of poor land management should not permit a site to be considered for development. If this 
is permined, then in the longer term the Green Belt and AONB status will slowly be eroded so that development will 
eventually be allowed. Recent developments and Infrastructure Issues Between 2006 and 2014, 307 new properties 
have been approved or built in Linle Chalfont. This equates to a 12.4% increase which is significantly more than other 
local towns and villages. In contrast. the percentage growth in neighbouring communities was Amersham 5.3%, 
Chesham 4%, and Chalfont St Peter Village 7.7%. These developments in Linle Chalfont have not been supported by any 
new infrastructure. The infrastructure and amenities (i.e. school places, access to medical services, parking, road 
capacity and essential utilities like water) around Linle Chalfont are already struggling to cope with the additional 
housing at the Latimer Sawmills site off Bell Lane, and will come under further pressure once the development at the 
Donkey Field on Burtons Lane is completed . The findings identify a deficit of primary school places by 2018, and of 
secondary school places by 2022 in relation to existing housing growth, and no current capacity, nor available space, to 
address future growth beyond this. The study points to only very limited scope for installing more capacity. Clearly no 
new housing developments of any significant size should be permitted in the Little Chalfont catchment areas until 
necessary additional school places have been provided. It is clear that a key assumption in an assessment of the 
sustainability of Little Chalfont is the access to rail services into London and access to the M25. TfL has recently 
introduced new rolling stick on to the Metropolitan Line and a small increase in train frequency is planned to be in 
place by 2022. However the service is already standing room only at peak times and this is unlikely to change. In 
addition the station car park is often full by 0830 hours. The A404 through Little Chalfont is regularly subject to very 
significant congestion, not in peak hours. There does not appear to be any publically available plans to mitigate even 
the current infrastructure deficit nor to consider any feasibility options to take account of the impact of the proposed 
development. Many communters, some unwilling to pay for a space in the station car park and others unable to find 
empty spaces, area already parking in numbers in residential streets. With virtually no opportunity to create additional 
parking, the situation will worsen with the new housing already planned, or in construction, and would worsen further 
if any more substaintial development were permitted. This would reduce the attractiveness of Little Chalfont as a place 
to live. The proposed sites are all some distrance from the centre of the village and the train station, leading to a likely 
increase in traffic and pollution, and further exacerbating the parking problem. I therefore strongly urge the council to 
remove Little Chalfont as a main settlement for growth in the Core Strategy , and ask that future development in the 
village is restricted to brownfield sites within exisiting boundaries.  
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Rep3185 Mr 
Ian Golton 

I am writing to object to the plan to test parts of Little Chalfont as options for release from the Green Belt. Local 
residents could be forgiven for thinking that the place they call home is being targeted, what with HS2 (the 
construction vehicles for which will place a heavy burden on the road infrastructure), the Waste Transfer Station 
(additional traffic movements) and new housing estates at Bell Lane and behind Chenies Parade. Quite frankly enough 
is enough. The Green Belt is supposed to be a constraint on building, not an area to be arbitrarily reassigned for 
redevelopment. The local infrastructure including, roads, parking, schools and utility services was designed in the days 
when Green Belt meant Green Belt and further housing would place it under unexpected pressure. Expanding Little 
Chalfont will inevitably reduce the quality of life for those of us who live and pay our taxes here. The time has come to 
recognise the Green Belt for what it is meant to be and to desist from plans to interfere 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. The councils 
consider that options in the 
Green Belt need to be 
considered in addition to the 
opportunities that are available 
on brownfield sites. 

Rep3186 
Wendy Naisby 

I fully reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a ‘main 
settlement for growth’ and that the adjoining areas of green belt land should be considered for release for housing and 
employment development. The main reasons for my objection include, but are not limited to: - The methodology 
applied to such a radical proposal for development is focused on the outcome rather than fair assessment. As a 
member of the Little Chalfont community I challenge for a more honest, transparent and extended consultation by the 
Council for such drastic proposed change. The website is difficult for anyone to follow without major investment in 
time and knowledge, as such cannot, in my opinion, be deemed fair process by the Council. - Many of the identified 
areas are Green Belt and within the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). I challenge the proposal on 
the basis that it contravenes local and national planning policy. We all understand the need for additional housing, but 
to cynically propose such a wholesale ‘grab’ of such beautiful areas, destroy the local asset and completely change the 
rural character of Little Chalfont for local residents and visitors is untenable. Green Belt was designed to avoid urban 
sprawl and protect the beauty of Britain. We should be conserving and enhancing this AONB which attracts many 
visitors every year. The proposed changes are of a sufficient scale to cause harm to landscape character including 
adverse impact on: - Ancient woodland - loss of biodiversity, particularly in connection with those habitats or species of 
importance in the AONB - Loss of tranquillity through increased noise, traffic, light - Increase in water and air pollution - 
Reduction in public access - Detrimental impacts on the character and appearance of rural roads - Little Chalfont has 
already had a great share of development. There are new estates by Bell Lane and behind Chenies Parade. The level of 
development (12.4%) is far greater than compared to the published figures for Amersham(5.3%) , Chesham (4%), 
Chalfont St. Peter (7.7%). - Local infrastructure (roads, schools, trains, healthcare…) simply could not cope with such 
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proposed development. Already the newly developed housing estates have had a heavy impact. The A404 traffic is a 
nightmare, I commute to London every day and trains cannot cope now! They are already packed when they reach 
Chalfont & Latimer. A new primary and a new high school would be required. - Any industrial development would 
totally change the character of the village for the worse. Development of the fields to the east of Stony Land, Church 
Grove and Lodge Lane would threaten the woods and features of historic interest including Chenies Manor. This open 
countryside is a buffer between Little Chalfont and developments to the east contributing to urban sprawl. The field 
between Stony Lane and Westwood Park is a well-used public footpath and also borders on woodland. This area of land 
was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability (HELAA) at stage 1, and yet there appears 
to be some testing of the land already in progress. Can the District Council please let Little Chalfont residents know why 
this land is already being dug up. Are they already testing this land for development ahead of the closing date for 
Consultation? In summary, I am entirely opposed to The Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan as it impacts Little 
Chalfont. I am also absolutely appalled by the seemingly disingenuous methodology used to designate the land for 
development, as well as the seemingly disregard of the District Council for the future of Little Chalfont village, the 
Green Belt and impact on an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

Rep3187 Mr 
Michael 
Gahagan 
Programme 
Editor 
Amersham 
Town Football 
Club 

This consultation response is submitted by Amersham Town Football Club. We have read the draft local plan and 
considered its implications for the club. Our response focuses on Queston 6 relating to specific settlement options. The 
draft Green Belt Strategic Options map for Amersham includes within its 'Built Area Extension Option' all of the land 
west of the houses on Mill Lane between the High Street and School Lane ( Back Lane ). This area includes the football 
club. We are surprised at the inclusion of this land on a number of grounds. We note that the Sustainability Policies 
listed in the draft plan include the requirent that proposals must "enhance the special landscape character and setting 
of the AONB" and that "the policy will actively .protect the loss of ( sport and recreational ) facilities unless specific 
criteria are met." On the first of these we consider that the area hatched makes an important contribution to the AONB 
and to the Green Belt. It limits the spread of Amersham Old Town and provides an important green vista as the town is 
entered from the west. This backdrop would be lost with any development. We note that land to the north of the 
bypass and west of the hospital, which seems to have less value in environmental and sustainability terms, has not 
been included in the options, presumably for similar reasons. As far as the second policy relating to the protection of 
sport and recreational facilities is concerned we must point out that we are the only soccer club within Amersham 
which owns and maintains it own facilities. We provide, both through our own teams and in conjunction with Kings 
Church FC and First Touch Football, soccer coaching and playing for a wide range of age groups and, in the younger age 
groups, both sexes. We have also invested heavily in our infrastructure in recent years which, for a fully amateur club, 
has not been easy. In an area lacking pitches and good quality facilities, when the financial pressures on local 
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authorities are such that future maintenance must be in doubt, such facilities should be protected. We appreciate that, 
as stated in the local plan, the options do not have defined boundaries, 'though they look fairly specific on the plan, and 
that options may include a use which should be protected from development ( eg sports pitches ). We consider it 
important, however, that we make our views clear at this stage. Finally, we must stress that the club has a ninety nine 
year lease on the ground, of which eighty one years is remaining. We would not be prepared to consider any offer for 
the lease and subsequent development of the ground unless alternative and greatly enhanced facilities were to be 
provided locally for the club. These representations have been agreed by the Committee of Amersham Town Football 
Club. 

Rep3188 
Tomolo 
Kitaoka 

I learned the details of local plan 2014-2036 on the Council webpage. I understand the demands of housing, however I 
am strongly against the plan of releasing the Green Belt land for that purpose. Because the Green Belt was created for 
good reasons (e.g. protect natural environment), as a constraint to building, not a bank of reserve building land. In 
addition, 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). Not only our local residents but also a lot of 
visitors enjoy walking this area, hence I strong believe that we should not destroy such a local asset. I hope that the 
Council consider our responses seriously and will keep the Green Belt for our 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. 

Rep3189 Mr 
Stephen 
Harrison 

I am writing to complain in the strongest possible terms about the proposals to relax Green Belt restrictions in the Little 
Chalfont area, paving the way for large-scale housing and industrial development. Green Belt land has been protected 
for many years for good reason. Some of the land is designated as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The Green Belt 
was created to protect places like Little Chalfont from urban expansion and it should not be threatened because of 
pressure to build houses. Recent development in the Little Chalfont area (Bell Lane and the Donkey Field) has added 
close to 300 new homes to the village, placing a strain on local infrastructure and services. Adding extra housing would 
exacerbate this greatly and I oppose it. I urge the Council to reconsider its plans – please do not spoil the character of 
Little Chalfont, place extra pressure on local services, and breach Green Belt protections which have stood for years. 

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.  

Rep3190 
Karen Mulkern 

I am writing to complain in the strongest terms about the District Council’s proposals to relax Green Belt restrictions in 
the Little Chalfont area, paving the way for large-scale housing and industrial development. I can see there are several 
plots of land under threat, all of which have enjoyed protection for many years as Green Belt land, and some that 
receive extra protection since they are classified as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. In my view, none of these 
areas of land should ever be considered for planning. The Green Belt was created to protect places like Little Chalfont 
from urban sprawl and it should not be gnawed away because of government pressure to build houses. Little Chalfont 
has already been the focus of new housing developments in the last few years (the old sawmill site on Bell Lane and the 
Donkey Field), adding almost 300 new homes to our village. This extra housing has put a considerable strain on local 
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infrastructure as it is. One can only imagine the negative effect that further housing and industry on these stunning 
Green Belt areas would bring to our village. I implore the Council to reconsider – do not spoil the character of our 
village and do not ruin the beauty of this jewel of the Chiltern Hills. 

Rep3191 Mrs 
Patricia 
Sachania 

Question 5. Select from 12 Spatial Strategy Options on page 12. - Option A followed by option D. Question 6. 
Comments on specific sites. - Parcel 57a (Lower Road/A413) – In a Flood Plain, also developing on this land would join 
Gerrards Cross to Chalfont St Peter. Also I believe there are Tree Preservation orders on most if not all of the trees in 
this parcel. - - Parcel 57b (A413/Chalfont Park) -In a Flood Plain, also developing on this land would join Gerrards Cross 
to - Chalfont St PeterParcel 69 (M40 to Fulmer Drive, Howards Wood Dr, Howards Thicket – key part of the separation 
between Fulmer and Gerrards Cross. Question 16. Comments on Infrastructure, CIL Local infrastructure in Gerrards 
Cross is already stretched. There is no GP service in the village and only 1 primary school. No secondary school. Parking 
is limited and insufficient for current needs. Road surfaces are poor and not sufficiently maintained. Much of the 
available office space lies empty and unused - leads me to question the need for additional development for 
commerical/office use . 17. Any Other Points? 

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.  

Rep3192 Dr CJ 
Nash 

I am writing to state my opposition to the proposed release of green belt land in this plan. There is a housing need but 
the green belt was created to protect existing settlements from further expansion. I am a GP in adjoining Chalfont St 
Giles and very well aware of our ageing population and the significant increase in care required to keep people healthy 
and living in their own homes in their old age. I am concerned that simply increasing the numbers of people living in 
Little Chalfont without a significant increase in infrastructure i.e. schools, pharmacies, GP surgeries, local shops and 
amenities will lead to worse living conditions for those already living in the village. The local GP surgery in the White 
Lion Road has already built on and expanded and has no further potential to do so. The through traffic in he village is 
continually blocked by drivers waiting to turn tight into the local parade of shops- this will obviously worsen with more 
people trying to access those shops. I am not against expansion, just strongly against expansion without a proper and 
extremely adequate infrastructure system. This is an area of AONB and such designation should prevent any building of 
homes or industrial units upon it. As part of the Core Strategy, Little Chalfont has already taken more than its share of 
new housing eg 253 homes on the Bell Lane estate and further homes on the Donkey Field. Little Chalfont should 
therefore be removed from the list of main settlements for growth in the Council's main strategy. 

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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Rep3193 
Wasim Fazel 

I am emailing you today to express my grave concern and opposition to the planned usurpation of the green belt land 
for more housing. My concerns are based on the following logic: 1. Our current infrastructure cannot cope in its 
existing format. Places at schools are already at a premium, whilst traffic is becoming more and more excessive by the 
day. This current plan will worsen the situation by a significant portion 2. Little Chalfont has already seen the added 
development of estates in Bell Lane and the new developments behind Chenies Parade. I would strongly urge you to 
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now remove Little Chalfont from the short list of main settlements for growth in the councils core strategy. 3. I find it 
incredible that the council would decide to allow an area of outstanding natural beauty to be consumed by housing 
thus destroying a beautiful heritage. In making your decision, we urge you to reconsider this plan for the above reasons 
mentioned. 

implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep3194 Mrs 
E.A. Roues 

I do not believe that there is any justification for possible future building on either Green Belt land, or more importantly 
AONB. Little Chalfont is becoming increasingly congested with car parking already a problem. This is a very agreeable 
area to live in - further development will make it unattractive for both newcomers and existing 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. 

Rep3195 Fiona 
Emms 
Rep3196 Mr 
Bruce Emms 

I am against the development proposed around Little Chalfont, in Stage 1 and stage 2 of the proposal,on our green belt, 
for the following reasons: Much of the land around Little Chalfont is in the Area of Outstanding Beauty. We should 
protect these areas, as they are a super local asset. The views across the Chess valley are magnificent. Building on this 
land will impact on the local wildlife. Our Green Belt Land was created as a constraint to building on the land, and not a 
bank of reserve building land. The infrastructure of the area could not support new housing estates, traffic is already 
excessive on the A404. This increase in housing would impact on already stretched school places, doctors, and other 
essentials. The Chiltern District Council should not be allowed to declassify existing greenbelt land and I am against the 
whole proposal, Stages 1 and 2. 

  

Rep3197 
Annabelle 
Prime 

I have lived in the vicinity of Little Chalfont all my life and have enjoyed growing up in this pretty and fairly tranquil area 
with its many green open spaces, some of which are not only Green Belt but also classified as Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty. I feel very strongly that the character of the village and its surroundings should be preserved and large 
developments should not be permitted. In the last 8 years there has already been substantial development in Little 
Chalfont and clearly this has contributed to the congestion on the A404 running through the village and has caused 
more problems regarding parking, particularly in the service road by the shops. There has been no change in the 
services and facilities in the village, which certainly as regards schooling, transport and medical services are already 
under considerable pressure. I trust that my views will be taken into account and the Council will preserve Little 
Chalfont village and its surrounds so that they can be enjoyed by future generations. 

 

Rep3198 Mr 
Maureen 
Connor 
Rep3201 Mr 
Robert Connor 

Q1 HEDNA comments: In general there are many assumptions regarding the housing needs and assessment are 
frequently flawed 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 
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that for Chiltern is 752 (16.5%). 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 new 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 
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 Specific comments on areas in Chalfont St Peter: 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 

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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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 
development and their very position. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding. CSP Area 2 in 
the Sustainability Apprasial 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 characteristics 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, this would lead to increased congestion and pollution. Sewage and 
water supply expansion here would lead to sewage issues further down the valley. A useful recreational social area is 
cueently 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: Firstly, it is important to 
point out that data in this report is erroneous. This has been reported to the CDC planning office seperatly. The Pre-
mitigation Assessment Matrix summary in Table 5.1 on document page 146 is wrong. It shows the matrix content from 
the other areas than those the table associates the dara 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 not better bus 
routes to other areas ie it is the same as CSP area 2, where both areas have restricted access through small single lanes 
to the Mill End housing estate and both feed the same congestion on the A413. The assessment made for Transport for 
CSP 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 car 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. Considerr 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 on and the area to the north of that 
line including (for this purpose) the Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery and Brawlings Farm (“ES North”). ES North is within 
the Colne Valley Park and therefore reserves special protection. ES Southg is currently used for car home and medical 
facilities and should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or 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 views 
from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park. It provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment 
uses and opportunities fir outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings 
Farm Riding Centre. Development is inherently unsuitable, a fact that was established throught the NSE planning 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

185 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

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 there 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 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 idenitified as being particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental prioroties. 
The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built up areas of CSP and 
Tatling Eng, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To built 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 amalagamtion of separate and distinct developed areas. The area includes parts of the local 
cricket and golf club grounds which provide important recreational and social facilities to the community and 
contribute to the village atmospshere of Chalfont St Peter. Q8: Developments of flats should generally be avoided and 
any affordable housing should be built in town centres or within walking distance of a railway or tube station and never 
on the edge of villages or in 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 
Newlands 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 Collage 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 
Development 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 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

186 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

retaining playing fields and maintaining green space open space on the 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, espically in Chalfont St 
Peter where CDC should protect the Green Belt further by specifically allocating politices 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.  

Rep3199 Mr 
Neil Walker 

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, including the fields and ancient woodland opposite our house which forms part of the Chenies House 
Estate. 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. There are already significant delays 
on the A404 at peak times, particularly in the Chorleywood area close to the M25. Building an additional housing 
development would add further, unacceptable pressure to local services. I hope these concerns will be given due 
consideration. 

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.  

Rep3200 
Hannah Joyce 

I live in Lt Chalfont, and my garden as a triangle and backs on to 2 of the areas: the Donkey Field over the railway, and 
the industrial site between Lodge Lane and the A404. I am objecting for the following reasons. 2. I know we need more 
housing, but this 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. 3.Much of the land around Lt Chalfont is in an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. I have loved walking in this valley all my life, and know that the new housing will 
completely destroy what I love about living in Little Chalfont. 
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Rep3202 Mr 
Mike Hartley 

I am writing to make you aware of my objections to your draft proposals to release Green Belt land in the Little 
Chalfont area for residential and industrial development. I write as someone who recognises the importance of 
development to our country in terms of supporting economic growth and improving the quality of life for all citizens. I 
am not objecting from a short sighted, self interested “NIMBY” (not in my back yard) perspective but have genuine 
concerns that the proposals will not produce quality development that will be sustainable and bring benefits to existing 
and future communities. In summary my key concerns are -The plans do not seem to link into a coherent or strategic 
plan for the wider area. I am alarmed that the proposals have been developed by consultants who do not seem to 
understand the local environment and have seemingly arbitrarily drawn lines on maps. The proposals could encourage 
piece meal development with random pockets of residential or commercial development in unsuitable areas. The 
proposals could destabilise the local property market and attract speculators to land bank. I am shocked that areas 
designated as Green Belt could be reclassified and disgusted that land described as AONB is being considered as 
suitable for development. The community of Little Chalfont has made a significant contribution to housing targets in 
the wider area and as such should not be considered as a future area of potential settlement. The base infrastructure 
services in the community such as education, health, transport could not support any further expansion without 
considerable resources.  

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.  

Rep3203 Mrs 
Doreen 
Bouskill 

I am writing to you with regard to the Local Plan 2014 - 2036. I am a lifelong resident of Little Chalfont and have lived 
here for over sixty years so I would say my opinion counts. I was one of the first people to inhabit Elizabeth Avenue and 
I have seen massive changes. When my husband and I first moved here it was beautiful and still is, but if you plan to 
build on so many sites of our beautiful Green Belt then it will never be the same. We should be protecting this beautiful 
land we have around us, not planning on tacking on to the mess that London has become. Much of the land around 
Little Chalfont is designated AONB, why do you want to destroy that? We already have an enormous development at 
the bottom of Bell Lane that seems to have as many houses as possible squeezed onto it and is a complete eyesore. 
Why not take a look at brown fill sites? There are so many other places that need regenerating and have the space for 
housing. So many parts of Aylesbury Vale could do with this plan being redirected that way. There are so many other 
options but the greenbelt. I implore you to have a mass rethink we love our greenbelt and we love Little chalfont as it 
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.  
 
The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites.  

Rep3204 D.J.S 
Roques 

I write to object to the proposed expansion of the Chiltern District. 1. The infrastructure of our area is already 
overwhelmed. The roads are overcrowded, there is little or no room in our station carpark, you can rarely park at our 
local shops. 2. A major attraction of the area is the existence of areas of outstanding natural beauty. It is a scandal to 
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even imagine construction in these areas. 3.The green belt was established for good reason. It should be protected. 

Rep3205 Mr 
Thomas 
Cooney 

Along with my fellow neighbours we are saying a firm NO to anymore housing being sighted in Little Chalfont. The plans 
are simply outrageous and will alter Little Chalfont forever it will never be the same. Working at the council building in 
Amersham have you ever tried to get on the M25 in the morning? The traffic is at a complete gridlock until rush hour 
passes. If we have 10,000 new homes built in such a small space this will then easily mean up to 50,000 people in the 
area. Meaning perhaps 10,000 more cars? The same goes for all our single track roads, these roads are a complete 
nightmare, I personally cannot stand taking my car down these roads. They are not made for the increased traffic you 
are hoping to introduce, they are just about coping with the amount of traffic we have now. The small parade of shops 
is always heaving with traffic, there is NEVER anywhere to park unless you go when most of the shops are shut. We 
simply do not have the infrastructure to deal with 1000's more people, 1000's more cars, 1000's more sick people 
trying to make a doctors appointment, it is simply a ridiculous proposal. We will oppose any building on the greenbelt 
as it needs to be preserved.  

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.  

Rep3207 Mr 
Richard Prime 

I have been a resident in the area for almost 30 years and I strongly feel 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 

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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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 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 
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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. 

Rep3208 
Victoria Tham 

It is with extreme frustration and regret that I find it essential to write to you. The residents of Little Chalfont pay a 
premium price to live in the Green Belt and in an environment deemed an 'area of outstanding beauty'! I have lived in 
the area for 38 years. My two daughters went to the local schools - Oakington Avenue and Dr Challoner's High School - 
and have successful careers. I had finally persuaded my older daughter that, as she was expecting her second child, the 
time was right to move from London to Little Chalfont. Sadly, the number of benefits I had listed would fade away if all 
this excess building is allowed to proceed. The local schools are already oversubscribed. The village is already busy with 
traffic from neighbouring commuters who choose to use our local station. Our rolling countryside is under threat. The 
properties here are not affordable to first-time buyers. The more affluent who wish to move out of London would no 
longer be attracted to what will become an overcrowded suburb. What would be the attraction to prospective 
purchasers?? Why would new businesses choose to set up here? This whole issue needs to be revisited and given due 
careful consideration. I urge you to ensure this happens as soon as possible. 

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.  

Rep3209 Mr K 
Coulter 

Little Chalfont does not have the infrastructure for the first stage of the proposed plan let alone the long term ones . 
Our facilities ( transport , traffic ,parking , education , doctors , social care etc. ) are already under pressure. I am 
horrified that the surrounding land designated as AONB could be lost . Green Belt is not for building on , it should 
continue to be protected . Little Chalfont should not be on the 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.  

Rep3210 Sue 
Wilmot 

On reviewing the details of the proposal to release green belt land for development I would like to register my protest 
that such a move would have an irreversible change for the worse for residents of Little Chalfont. The basis of my 
objections can be summarised as follows: 1) The council should be safeguarding the sanctity of the green belt which 
provides an amenity of outstanding beauty for the community (AONB). Part of the parcel of land considered for 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
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development is in Burtons Lane. It currently provides wonderful views for those of us who walk to the railway station 
each day, with flora (and fauna on occasions) to be enjoyed as we commute to and from London. To destroy this 
beautiful area by house building would be irresponsible of the council, and irrevocable. 2) Little Chalfont has already 
sustained a major housing development on Bell Lane; the old donkey field in Burtons Lane has recently been 
developed. 3) The present proposal will alter the character the village for which the present infrastructure of roads, 
schools and amenities will not be able to sustain. 4) Too little emphasis is placed on brown field development because 
this is more expensive for developers. As a consequence the council should not be persuaded to release green belt land 
simply because it is cheaper for them. 5) There are other means to supply more accommodation than can be 
investigated other than destroying the green belt. 6) The requirement for more housing is not sufficient reason to 
release green belt land and the Council should remind themselves why the green belt exists in the first place. 

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. 

Rep3211 Dr 
Kaxa Patel 

I feel I must object to the latest round of local planning consultation. Whilst I know there is a need (and I do not object) 
to increasing / freeing up land to build more houses across the country. I feel that Little Chalfont village has taken it's 
fair share in doing what it can to address these issues over the last few years and yet it is being targeted again. We have 
had huge increases (14%) in new housing compared to lower uptake by other districts in South Bucks. Why can't other 
districts equally share this responsibility? Have the local council looked at this as fair represenation? Traffic is also 
excessive where we live and feel that our village infrastructure (schools, roads, parking, other essential services) could 
not cope with further developments. All we ask is that the policy planned for future is fair and shared evenly across 
other districts and the council and other local government departments look at this closely before land is unduly open 
for release to housing and further 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.  
 

Rep3212 
Lesley 
Mathieson 

I wish to protest against the proposed plan to release areas of Green Belt land around Little Chalfont for the following 
reasons: 1. The purpose of the Green Belt is to retain areas that are undeveloped as space between towns and villages, 
in order to prevent urban sprawl. Once this principle is over-ridden, the special character of the area will be 
irretrievably compromised and a precedent will be established for the use of Green Belt as building land by developers 
and public bodies. It is particularly important that as much of the green area surrounding Little Chalfont is designated 
as an AOB, it should not be jeopardised. 2. There is a strong argument for removing Little Chalfont from the short list of 
main settlements for growth in the Council’s Core Strategy because the village has already received a 
disproportionately large amount of new housing for its size, in comparison with nearby towns/villages. 3. The 
infrastructure could not cope with further housing developments. There is already excessive pressure on parking and 
school places. Little Chalfont straddles the A404, which carries high levels of through traffic, including a high proportion 
of heavy vehicles. Increased pressure on the road system from further housing developments would not be 
supportable. 

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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Rep3213 Mrs 
C Coulter 

I am appalled by the new plans for Little Chalfont . Much of the surrounding land is designated as in the AONB , and 
would be lost . Our Green Belt should not have it's status changed , it is not for building on. The infrastructure of Little 
Chalfont can not support this first stage plan , let alone the long term ones . Our traffic is already excessive , and 
facilities under pressure ( schools ,doctors ,transport ,social services , and parking to name a few ). Little Chalfont 
should not be on the 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.  

Rep3214 Mr 
Mike Penteny 

I am writing to protest in the strongest possible terms against the potential release of Green Belt land around Little 
Chalfont for development as outlined in the Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan. I fully endorse the detailed response 
made to the Council by the Little Chalfont Community Association and Little Chalfont Parish Council. I would 
particularly like to emphasize the following points: • Release of Green Belt land is contrary to the National Planning 
Policy Framework and would set a dangerous precedent. The parcels of land that have been identified for potential 
development do not have durable boundaries and many are currently only accessible via narrow country lanes. • All of 
the proposed sites around Little Chalfont either are in or border Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty which you have a 
duty to protect for future generations. • Many of the sites either contain or are immediately adjacent to areas of 
ancient woodland, which are important habitats for a wide range of animals. • The infrastructure and amenities (i.e. 
school places, access to medical services, parking, road capacity and essential utilities like water) around Little Chalfont 
are already struggling to cope with the additional housing at the Latimer Sawmills site off Bell Lane, and will come 
under further pressure once the development at the Donkey Field on Burtons Lane is completed. • The number of 
properties in Little Chalfont has already increased by more than 12% since 2006, which is significantly more than other 
local towns and villages. The proposed sites are all some distance from the centre of the village and the train station, 
leading to a likely increase in traffic and pollution, and further exacerbating the parking problem. I therefore strongly 
urge the Council to remove Little Chalfont as a main settlement for growth in the Core Strategy, and ask that future 
development in the village is restricted to brownfield sites within the existing 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.  

Rep3215 Mr 
Stuart Stanley 

I am responding to Question 2 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Plan Initial Consultation. I do not agree that either Wicks 
Garage Rignall Road or Station Garage Great Missenden should be made available for residential development. I have 
used both these garages, and the loss of these would be yet another loss of village facilities, and I would be forced to 
travel much further afield. Further I believe that no residential developments in Great Missenden should go ahead 
without concomitant highway improvements being undertaken by Bucks CC. Almost nothing has been done since the 
by-pass was built in 1960 despite considerable expansions of the schools, hospital and residences The traffic problems 
in the area are already severe: - London Road is virtually a single track road on weekdays between the restricted area 
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adjacent to Missenden Abbey and just beyond the Misbourne school bus exit due to a continuous line of some 60 
parked cars, and the narrowness of the road - It is almost impossible to turn right from London Road onto the by-pass 
by the Chiltern Hospital at busy times due to traffic running at over 90% capacity at high speeds in both directions on 
the by-pass (unless your name is Lewis Hamilton and you have a high performance Mercedes to match); it is not even 
possible to turn left due to the choked road junction and the queue trying to turn right - Large queues build up on the 
Link Road and Frith Hill entering the by-pass roundabouts during rush hours Furthermore Great Missenden faces a 
potentially diabolical increase in traffic due to both construction workers vehicles and construction lorries and 
machinery during the construction of HS2. I therefore suggest that it would be appropriate for there to be a 
moratorium on construction in the area until HS2 is complete or cancelled. 

Rep3216 Mrs 
Genevieve 
Hamilton 

Q1: Comments of definition of housing & functional economic market area? It seems reasonable to combine Chiltern 
and South Bucks,given the similar markets and similar size. However, this could result in an excessive proprotion of 
allocation in one district (e.g. 80% chiltern, 20% S.Bucks), there needs to be an agreed maximum allocated per district; 
fairness must trumpt expediance. Same goes for travellers. This should be spread evenly and proprtionately to each 
possible site. Adding a couple to every village is better than most going in one or two places. Mass concentration of 
anything causes problems and resentment, which an even spread usually does not. It also helps the existing community 
adapt to the new entrants with change coming more slowly. Q2: Comments on draft HELAA ? The HELAA seems to 
disproporionately accept sites within Chalfont St. Peter. Fully 35% (653 dwellings) of the acceptances are in CSP. 67% 
(240) of C2 dwellings are also in CSP. Which collectively means 40% are in CSP. CSP is already set to experience massive 
changes, these have not yet really impacted and even more is being planned. I'm told that the previous building plan, 
which the government rejected, has largely been started in CSP (building springing up all over) and now it seems the 
slate is being wiped clean (past building not counted) before CSP is targetted again. I think the HELAA dismisses small 
sites when it should not. I believe there is a large unsupported desire for people to build their own homes for personal 
occupancy. The UK is a particularly hostile environment to builder occuppied properties, mostly because it is easier for 
bureaucrats to deal with large building firms/sites (why support 50 small one or two plot sites when a single Newland 
park give 306 dwellings in one easy effort). If you are going to release greenbelt then give back to the community by 
supporting self build just as aggressively as you (rightly) support affordable housing. Q3: Missing sights? Small sites for 
self-build. Small sites in general seem to be excluded with no real mechanism to bring these forward - devise a 
mechanism to encorage land owners who are willing to sell parts of a larger plot, not just those looking to make a 
fortune turning large greebelt sites into large housing estates (Like the CSP Epilepsy society). I believe the call for sites 
has been inadequate such that it only encourages large applications. There is an abandoned factory unit acros the road 
from the CSP church car park. This has been unused for several years. Q4: Agree with approach and objectives? 
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Protecting the character and resident appreciation of where they live is critical. Infrastructure is I believe the most 
pressing concern (roads, schools, open spaces, parking, doctors) failure to provide these to match the demand caused 
by new building is the biggest problem. Everything within the M25 has now become one massive urban sprawl. If green 
belt is sacrificed in this area then the Chilterns and South Bucks will slowly but surely be drawn in to London. The M25 
is a kind of 'natural' barrier but hardly an attractive one. If we do not stop the joining up now then we will have to 
admit that we never will, we will just slide slowly inextricably in to London. Q5: Strategy options? I believe development 
should be spread a thinly as possible, therefore all options should be considered with an overarching target 
development for each current town/village/hamlet. I think an option of 'micro' developments at the edges of each 
town/village/hamlet should be undertaken. Q6: Comments on individual options? Mill Meadow: I frankly consider this 
option was included as a political ploy. This area is used for a large number of community purposes, not least children's 
schooling, sports facilities and playground space. It is surely highly susceptable to flooding and concreting over of the 
land will quite possibly result in much more serious flooding of the the current CSP centre.   Its removal would also 
change the charater of the centre of CSP and give a much increased urban feel to the area. Epilepsy Centre: This 
organisation has already been allowed to profiteer from CSP.  Saying "It's for charity" does not in any way validate their 
behaviour.  Extending this further is clearly excessive. The roads serving that area can not cope with the current traffic.  
Enhancing the existing road will be both expensive and cause a linkage of CSP with urban areas to the south and eat. 
This area has already been extensively developed with masses of new housing and multiple dwelling buidings.  The 
infrastructure in the town can not cope.  Schooling and medical are already full.  The sewage system clearly already can 
not cope. Extending further will come closer and closer to Newland Park, ultimately they would then join, massively 
extending CSP.  The Epilepsy Centre and Newland park if developed would double the urban size of  CSP on that side of 
the A413.  That is completely disproprtionate and would fundamentally alter CSP. I also suspect that once the Epilepse 
centre has dumped the land at a massive profit they would naturally move their operations somewhere cheaper.  Thus 
depriving CSP of employment opportunities. Industrial corridor along A413:  There are already industry sites in this area 
some of which are clearly unused.  As is the factory unit in the centre of Chalfont St Peter. Building industry along this 
corridow will act to link CSP further to Gerrards Cross and towards Uxbridge. The development will also extend 
CSP/GerrardsCross opening up the prospect of more housing being build beyond the corridor towards the M25. 
This is also a flood plain.  Putting down more tarmac may have the side affect of increasing flooding up and down 
stream as water will not be able to sink in to the ground. I do not believe companies want office spaces in areas like 
this.  Parking becomes a challenge (or requires masses of land) and the road infrastructure overloads at rush hour.  
Staff in such offices are too far from any amenities for use during lunch hours.  Large amounts of traffic joining the 
A413 will create dangerous conditions.  The A413 is a fast road.   Or it will require extensive modifications (round 
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abouts & traffic lights) to be safe.  Again this will be disruptive and change the nature of the area.   Q7:Comments on 
levels of unmet needs?  Generally I think large urban area, like Aylesbury should be expanded rather than villages like 
CSP, Little Chalfont.  Otherwise eventually all smaller urban centres will disappear.  But most importantly because cities 
are move efficient and the impact on existing city dwellers not noticable.  Once a town is a town it matters little how 
large a town; it is the point when a village becomes a town that is most to be avoided.   Q8:Meet affordable housing 
needs?  Massively support self-build.  I believe most commercial house building is very poor in design.  With small 
multiple rooms and bedrooms, because these sell for more money even though the owner has a lesser quality of living.  
I also think affordable housing needs great employment and cheap travel options. CSP and such villages are not good 
for this. If you own a car than this helps a bit.  But cars are expensive and then place large loads on transport 
infrastructure.   CSP is also poorly served with travel to london (expensive and cramped).  Build affordable housing 
adjacent to cities. It is where all the facilities are and living expenses least.  Q9:Traveller sites?  Do not concentrate 
them in large groups as this does not help relationships with the current residents or encourage community mixing.  
Plus travellers are allowed to reserve two school places, one of which obviously is not actually being used.  This could 
result in schooling in that area being impacted with masses of unused school places - thi sis both inefficient and can 
cause resentment in the existing community.  Q10: Elderly accomodation?  Elderly people, if not infirm, need small 
houses much the same as young buyers need.  Good quality smaller accommodation should be supported as a priority 
for this group.  From experience I know that the elderly need to live very close to the local facilities such as Doctors, 
Shops, Libraries etc and the location of  the Epileptic Society so far from such services would be highly unsuitable.  Also 
the lack of a regular bus service from that site is also a great issue.  Q11: Heritage strategy?  One needs to protect the 
character not just the fabric.  Q12: Unprotect heritage assets?  None Q13: New greenbelt suggestions?  None  Q14: 
Local messure nominations?  I don't even understand the qustion.  Q15:Appendix 7 scope of policies?  None  Q16: 
Settlement infrastructure capacity study?  I think a CIL is vital.  CSP simply can not expand further without major 
investment in shared services.  This should be paid for by developers and people seeking to move in to the area.  Not 
existing residents who made their contributions previously.  Settlement capacity should consider - access to open 
spaces, road safety, libraries, car parking, trains and buses, safe cycling, water (only so much falls from the sky) and 
amenities in general.   Q17: Other points to consider?  I don't believe that this consultation process has been entered in 
to with any intention of gaining genuine community feedback.  The mountain of material (1000 pages plus) and the 
broad question asked here could not have been better designed to discourage ordinary residents from being involved.  
I do not believe this consultation is adequate unless specific surveys are done on the key points of approach and 
methodology.  I believe there are likely to be a few singular aspects which disproprtionaty change the outcome (aka 
sensitivity analysis) and these should be identified and the community consulted on the fairness of these.  
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I also beleive that there should be an over-arching even allocation of building work.  Rather than a build where easiest, 
which seems to be resulting in Chalfont St Peter being clobbered with 40% of all Chiltern impact. 

Rep3217 Mr 
Richard 
Prideaux 

We have a duty to protect and care for the designated areas of Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 
Not just for our well being but for future generations. Otherwise, we may as well; Build over the Allotments, Chop 
down the trees, Dig up the village greens and playing fields, Fold away the footpaths, Sweep away the hedgerows, 
Cover the Cottages, And roll away the Hills. 

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

Rep3218 Ruth 
Lawrie 

I wish to register my discomfort at the break up of the green belt, particularly around Little Chalfont. The Green Belt 
works as a whole and should not be “chipped” away. I have in my house a 1933 OS map of the area and you can clearly 
see that the built up edge of London began/ended around Wormwood scrubs. Wembley Stadium was also definitely 
“on the edge”, with fields between it and Willesden, so hard to imagine now. Could I suggest that houses such as Beel 
House are allowed to be used for building and that multi occupancy dwellings are considered before we let the Green 
Belt go. Once lost it will NEVER be reclaimed. 

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.  

Rep3219 Mrs 
Philippa Joyce 

I am writing to oppose the re- development proposals in our village, which would almost double in size over 4 years 
with the proposed plans. I live at [….], and my garden as a triangle and backs on to 2 of the areas: the Donkey Field over 
the railway, and the industrial site between Lodge Lane and the A404. I am objecting for the following reasons. 1. We 
already have high traffic volumes going through the village on the A404, and I currently struggle to turn right onto it 
from Lodge Lane onto it early in the morning.(7.15am)What already takes me 5 mins will be even longer! 2. I appreciate 
we need more housing, but this 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. 3.Much of the land around Lt Chalfont 
(including the site west of Stoney Lane and that straddling the A404 east of the village), is in an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty. I have loved walking in this valley for 20 years, and know that the new housing will completely destroy 
what has been preserved for us and future generations all these years. 4.Lt Chalfont has already taken more than its 
fair share of new housing with the estates by Bell Lane (253 homes) and behind Chenies Parade (45). It is time that Lt 
Chalfont was REMOVED from the shortlist 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.  

Rep3220 
Lesley Wilson 

I wish to object strongly to the suggestion that Little Chalfont be classified as a “main settlement of growth”. I also 
believe that the reclassification and release of Green Belt land for housing and industrial development for employment 
is totally wrong in this Area of Outstanding National Beauty (AONB). My objections are as follows: 1. Green Belt land 
has been designated to prevent urban sprawl in rural areas. Green spaces are essential in today’s busy world for 
recreation not only for immediate residents but also for many in the surrounding areas and further afield, in addition to 

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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benefits for Inner City dwellers. 2. Land forming part of the Chiltem ANOB should not suddenly be deemed degraded 
Green Belt land on the whim of those looking for housing and industrial expansion. AONBs have the same status as the 
country’s National Parks! Please planners explore the walks and views in these areas before making any plans or 
decisions. 3. Land considered for development between Bell Lane and Stoney Lane and to the east of Stoney Lane 
forms an important part of the Chiltern ANOB. The Chess Valley and the rare chalk river environment are of national 
importance. On my regular walks in this area, I not only meet people from all over Britain enjoying the area but from 
around the world. 4 Little Chalfont has a village status which is the reason for its attraction. It should not be forced to 
take a greater share of new housing development as has happened in recent years. ie Little Chalfont has already had 
12.4% of new housing compared with Chalfont St Peter 7.7%, Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Great Missenden 0.2%. 
5. The infrastructure is not in place for such extended development. Roads are already congested through the village. 
Parking for local shops is becoming an increasing problem as is commuter parking in local streets. Schools do not have 
sufficient capacity. The nearest A & E Department is Stoke Mandeville Hospital which is a considerable distance and 
where parking is now almost impossible without a considerable wait. Other services would become even rarer — I have 
been waiting a month for a street lamp by an alleyway to be repaired. Gas, Electric and Water services and repairs to 
buried faults on existing systems would cause greater lengthy disruption and more traffic problems and greater strain 
would be placed on these with added development. I sincerely hope that the planners will take these objections 
seriously when reviewing the Local Plan and not be tempted to ride roughshod over objections in order to implement 
national requests for increased development. 

implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep3221 Sam 
Lloyd-Adams 

I wish to lodge my concern at the proposed testing of areas of Little Chalfont for potential future development. Our 
green belt land needs to be protected at all costs, it defines our villages and protects our countryside. A gradual 
creeping into these protected areas could snowball over time and in years to come there will be no definition between 
towns and villages, just a continuous ribbon of development. The impact of extra traffic on the area will be immense. 
Little Chalfont already struggles with the main artery A404 going through it, and as a resident of a road that adjoins 
Elizabeth Ave, I increasingly see more and more traffic, and in particular HGV's using this road as a cut through. The 
commuter parking and blind spots along this road already makes this a dangerous road to drive along and my concern 
is for the pedestrians and many children who cross this road. Any further development will only increase the traffic and 
the village will be at standstill. I am also concerned about the pressure on schools, doctors, and parking. We are already 
at bursting point, I cannot see how as a village we will cope with the extra demand without further building onto the 
green belt to accommodate extra schools, doctors etc. This will change our community for good and we will no longer 
be a large village but a town merging with Amersham. We need to protect our green belt for the sake of our 
environment and the future. I ask you to please consider these points in your 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.  
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Rep3222 Mr & 
Mrs Luke 
Lambert 

It is with grave concern we write to you to object to your releasing Green Belt land for redevelopment around the Little 
Chalfont area. Green Belt land was created as a constraint to building. Building on these areas puts an already excessive 
burden on the core infrastructure, namely school places, doctors, parking, etc. as well as being a defacement in an area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty. If these areas are released for development where does it stop? The Chalfonts will just 
become another urban sprawl.  

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.  

Rep3223 Mrs 
Fiona Noble 

I write to express in the strongest terms my objection that Green Belt land in Little Chalfont is being considered for 
release for the purpose of new housing/development. Green Belt land was created in 1935 to provide a reserve supply 
of public open spaces and of recreational areas to establish a green belt of open space and therefore should never be 
seen instead as a reserve of land that can be dipped into as and when required for development in any form. Much of 
the land around the village of Little Chalfont is in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and is thus protected under 
the 1949 National Parks & Access to Countryside Act. Little Chalfont has already been built up to the tune of 253 new 
homes in Bell Lane and behind Chenies Parade so in my opinion it has already taken over and above its fair share. Our 
village can take no new further housing estates and it is high time that Little Chalfont is once and for all 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.  

Rep3224 
Louise Ah-Sun 

I have been very upset to discover the areas of Little Chalfont that are being tested as options for release from the 
Green Belt. My understanding from Geography lessons at school in the village was that Green Belt was created to 
protect the countryside and prevent over development. It seems farcical that this can now be overruled. The areas 
highlighted are areas of outstanding natural beauty. They cannot be destroyed because they are a local and national 
resource. The Chess Valley is breathtakingly beautiful. It particularly staggers me that anyone could suggest the area 
around Stoney Lane as a possible site. Little Chalfont is struggling to cope with its existing population. I was born in the 
village and went to school locally. I returned with my young family in 2010 and was dismayed when my son was 
allocated our third choice of primary school, despite living in the Little Chalfont Primary catchment area. Like many 
families off Burtons Lane, I now drive my children out of the village, past the school they could walk to, every day. More 
housing will exacerbate this situation. 

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.  

Rep3225 
Kirsten Stein 

I have been very concerned to learn about your plan to downgrade the status of our Green Belt land in order that you 
can build on it. I always assumed that our Green Belt was there to protect our beautiful countryside from disappearing 
underneath concrete. We have lots of places which are designated Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which we 
should protect for future generations. Once lost, they would be lost forever. I appreciate that there is a great need for 
new housing but Little Chalfont has already built a fair number of new housing in the past few years and there is a limit 

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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to how much the village can cope with. The infrastructure is already struggling to deal with the extra traffic, the schools 
are bursting and if you wanted to use the local shops, there is no parking to be had. I don't see any evidence that this 
has been included in any plans. Little Chalfont seems to be at the centre of a concerted effort from local planners to 
provide housing in Buckinghamshire, when surely there are better places to put vast industrial and housing estates. 

implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep3226 Mr 
John Weston 

Quite simply I abor the map in front of me and cannot believe the sights you intend on doing away with. Because that is 
quite simply the case they will be lost forever and Little Chalfont will become another slumtown like most of London 
has become. Housing does not justify release of the Green Belt land. Do you plan to gradually merge us all into one, 
fighting for a bit of space? I quote The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 1949, which defines the 
purpose of the AONB to conserve and enhance the natural beauty. SO we have all that and lucky that we are an area of 
outstanding natural beauty, yet you want to destroy it? So many questions as the proposals you have in mind are 
simply preposterous! We do not have the infrastructure to cope extra people requiring healthcare, education, road 
traffic and parking, train services, sports and recreation, social care, water and waste water, and of course waste 
management. When I ring my doctor now I have to wait weeks for an appointment. I have lived in the area for over 50 
years and it is not how it used to be. Do you not have other sites suitable for this development? Little Chalfont has 
already had more than its fair share of housing. We have seen significantly more growth than any of our neighbouring 
communities. 12.4% was the approximate figure taking double than Amersham and Chesham. You only have to take a 
walk down Chesham high street to see that it is a complete ghost town, compared with the parade at Little Chalfont 
where a car parking space is just not possible. I will not be supporting any plans for further housing within Little 
Chalfont. The Green Belt is what draws thousands of tourists to the Chilterns every year. Once it is built on it will never 
be seen 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.  

Rep3227 Mark 
Bamford 

In response to Question 4 of the Consultation Document, I would request that the plan should seek to address the 
traffic issues and the potential increases in traffic on the roads approaching and from both Junction 17 (Long Lane, the 
Swillet, Berry Lane, Chalfont Lane, Shire Lane) and Junction 18 from / in the Chilterns district direction. Traffic levels are 
already high with occasions in Long Lane of complete grid lock due to sheer weight of traffic in both directions, and 
very long tailbacks on the A404 from the motorway back beyond the boundary of Chiltern District. In response to 
Question 4, also, the plan should seek to address the impact of potential increased use of the metropolitan Line railway 
(there is already overcrowding at peak times) and of Chorleywood station car park, which is already full to capacity, 
with parking having to be carefully controlled in the surrounding area. Related to this, and in response to Question 16 
of the Consultation Document, consideration needs to be given not only to the Infrastructure development needs of 
Chiltern / South Bucks Districts but also its impact on those districts adjoining them. For example, as discussed above, 
the impact of any proposed development in the Little Chalfont area on the infrastructure in Chorleywood neesds to be 
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considered. It is difficult to see how the current roads could support the extent of potential development in sites in 
Little Chalfont. In response to Questions 5 and 6 of the consultation document, whilst taking into consideration my 
responses to Question 4 above, I would favour option A with some consideration of option H; in addition, Option K (i), 
(iv). Green belt land in an Area of Outstanding natural Beauty is of particular value to all, not just in relation to leisure 
activities but also their existence on general sense of wellbeing, and planning considerations should seek to protect this 
for the benefit of all communities adjoining it and even those more distant from it. 

Rep3228 Mrs 
Emma Hales 

I agree that there is a need for additional housing in the area - particularly more affordable housing for 1st time buyers 
and young families. In relation to the areas designated for Chalfont St Peter, I do query the need for all these areas 
which would double the size of the village at least and put strain on already at capacity services such as schools and 
nurseries. The Epilepsy site in currently under development into luxury overs 60s housing which could in my opinion 
have been used for housing for all ages, which is far more needed. Extending this site for this housing will mean the loss 
of woodlands used by the community, including myself in their leisure time an I feel will be a great shame. The area I 
am however most opposed to being developped on is that near the community centre - an area used massively by the 
community for sports, leisure and by all ages. It provides education and a massive resource to the village. It would be a 
calamity and a disaster to develop on this site, and use this very important area. The other sites I feel would actually be 
good sites for development as long as perhaps another school could be built for example. The industrial area I only 
question as the other industrial area on the other side of the A413 is 1/2 empty. The public transport links in the village 
are currently very poor - buses to train stations are infrequent and not at sensible times to meet trains - this seriously 
needs to also be looked at in all considerations. In addition the strains on the road - Rickmansworth Lane has been 
destroyed by the Audley Dene construction, and has made the road and pavements dangerous for walkers, developing 
the village to such a large extent would have even more of an impact. 

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. 

Rep3229 Mr 
Kevin 
Beaumont 

My comments relate to the areas within the area of Little Chalfont and on the eastern edge of Amersham, which are 
being considered for release from the Green Belt. I was born in Amersham and, apart from one period of two years, 
have lived in Little Chalfont for the last 64 years; I have an excellent knowledge of, and a deep affection for the area. In 
recent years, the village - and it is that, not a small town - has already experienced substantial housing development, 
disproportionate to that in neighbouring communities when the relative sizes of their existing populations are taken 
into account. Development of any of the areas now under consideration for release from the Green Belt would have a 
major, deleterious impact upon the existing community and would completely alter its nature; this would impact not 
only upon the inhabitants but also upon the many tourists and others, who visit the area for its charm and beauty. One 
of the main purposes of the Green Belt is to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; to release any 
of these areas would be entirely contrary to the purpose of its existence and should not be justifiable simply on 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.  
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grounds of housing need. I am also very concerned at the potential impact upon local infrastructure of any building 
development on these areas. Unlike most neighbouring communities, the busy A404 runs through the centre of Little 
Chalfont, carrying substantial amounts of non-local traffic to and from the M25. Additionally, there is already great 
pressure on school places, car parking and the train service to and from London. All the areas which it is proposed to 
test for residential development are served only by narrow country lanes and any development would entail a 
substantial programme of road-widening, further eroding the rural nature of the area. 

Rep3230 Mrs 
Elaine Quigley 

Having lived in Chalfont St Peter since 1981, I am aware of the usaage of the infrastructure and its capabilities. It is clear 
that this is at breaking point and further houses and people will not be able to have sufficient services to provide 
effective conditions that are automatically expected by residents of a Buckinghamshire village. There are already moves 
afoot to create affordable housing as well as senior citizen provision being undertaken within the boundaries of 
Chalfont, that will be likely to bring it to more than breaking point. I would like to suggest a more practical option for 
housing should be in an area that can be developed more effectively, such as Tatling End, which is a shrinking village 
could be a suitable area for development. Also, Bulstrode house is on the market and the ground there could provide a 
new village, which could be very beneficial to this area. 
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Rep3231 Mr 
Andrew Clarke 

I'm writing with regards to the local consultation for residential and business development in Little Chalfont. I am 
extremely concerned with the current proposal which is both excessive (given the infrastructure challenges such as 
traffic, schooling, parking, amenities) and fundamentally wrong (given the impact on the Green Belt and an area of 
outstanding natural beauty). The proposal is also not balanced compared with other locations - Little Chalfont has 
taken more than its fair share of recent developments. I would appreciate it if you could seriously consider the points 
raised.  
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Rep3232 Dr 
Franes Rawle 

I am responding to Question 2 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) 
incorporating Issues and Options (January-March 2016). I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, 
Great Missenden should be made available for residential development because the garage is a valuable local facility 
and provides local jobs. I have been a regular customer of the Garage for several years; it provides an excellent service 
and its location within walking distance of the railway station and bus services makes it particularly convenient for 
commuters like me to drop vehicles off before travelling to work. Wicks Garage should not be included amongst the 
HELAA sites deemed suitable for residential development. 

  

Rep3233 Mrs 
Kristina 
Stammers 

I would like to comment on the Local Plan for Little Chalfont, and the proposals to release green belt land for potential 
development. The areas of land under consideration are vast by comparison to the size of our village. The proposals 
would fundamentally change the character and village feel; aspects that are so important to its residents (my young 
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family included). I oppose any release in green belt in Little Chalfont as I believe that sufficient areas can be found 
within Little Chalfont's current housing boundaries to satisfy the volume of development that is reasonable to a village 
of its size. The green belt should be preserved at all costs for future generations. Whilst my points are general to all 
areas under proposal, I should like to make specific mention of Westwood Park. This is a essential facility for the village. 
My son plays football for Westwood Park FC and it is so fantastic seeing so many young children benefiting from using 
this space (the only space of this kind in the area). I hope that no proposals will be made to reclassify its green belt 
status for the sake of the club and obvious health benefits to residents using the facility for sport. It would also 
contradict Chiltern Council's Strategy for Open Spaces and Recreational Areas document. 

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

Rep3234 Jane 
Maiden 

I have lived in Little Chalfont for over 20 years and I am extremely concerned to view the draft Local Plan proposals for 
Little Chalfont which would greatly reduce the extent of the Green Belt in the area. I would like to register my strong 
objection to the erosion of the Green Belt in our area in any way. 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. 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. Traffic in this area is already bad, trying to get an 
appointment at the doctors is difficult, schools are overloaded – how can a small village deal with the proposal for so 
many houses when the infrastructure is just not in place. Only recently a patch of land by the shops known as the 
garages has been given permission for housing when what was really needed was additional parking for the area. These 
decisions have a great impact on the people that live in Little Chalfont. The Green Belt was designated in 1954 to 
protect against urban sprawl. These proposals would breach this. 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. AONB above all I would urge the council to protect this land, which again these 
proposals would destroy. Infrastructure – Schools are full, our neighbours that have young children were not able to 
get places for their children at the local schools. Doctors – already you have to wait up to 1 week to get an appointment 
with a local GP. Trains, these are already full at peak time, the car part at Chalfont & Latimer is overloaded. I recently 
drove to the carpark at 11.00am and had to drive back home as I could not find a space in levels of the car park. Roads 
– local roads are busier, the A404 is constantly at a standstill morning and evening because of the sheer weight of 
traffic. 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 beautiful Chiltern village such as ours? I would also 
like to register my objection to the methodology that has been used by your consultants Arup in suggesting that the 
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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, these proposals would completely destroy the character of the 
village. I hope that you will take the above into full consideration. 

Rep3235 Mr 
Peter Crabb-
Wyke 

Q4 – agree regarding Chiltern particularly retructuring the Chesham employment base. However the most suitable site 
for new industrial development is just over the county boundary on the Bovingdon Airfield site. An opportunity to use 
brownfield land was lost by insisting that the worked out claypits at Meadhams Farm in Ley Hill were used for landfill. 
The space could have contained industry or housing without any visual impact. Q5 – A, B, E, J, H, I Q6 – C – Any major 
development around Chesham would put pressure on the already overloaded roads through the town. Developing to 
the north east as proposed would cause more jams in Broad Street and probably over the border at Boxmoor. Q6 – A – 
Chesham is oversupplied with retail space. From old photos we know that the High Street was a mix of retail and 
residential and this could be restored. Q6 – F – this overlaps with comments on C. Further major development in Botley 
would result in continuous devlopment through to Ley Hill Common destroying the village nature of Ley Hill / eastern 
Botley which form a single village (the parish boundary really needs to be redrawn to put the village under a single tier 
3 council) Q6 – H – there is certainly limited scope in Ley Hill / Botley for some infilling but this would only provide a 
handful of homes. It would, however ,help to support the village stores and bus service. Para 4.14 – 4.17 Why no 
question on this? I think that the scope for taking land out of the green belt is limited but there are groups of 
redundant farm buildings which could be developed. Q11 / 12 – cannot find the supporting documentation to respond 
to these questions. 

  

Rep3236 Mr 
Rob Guthrie 

Q1 & 7 - It isn't clear to me how the proposed number of properties to be built in Chiltern has been arrived at, and I 
would argue as a point of principle that there is not any need for houses to be built in any very specific area. With that 
in mind, it seems bizarre that if buckinghamshire council is looking for sites for additional housing and businesses, that 
in an area which includes large towns like aylesbury, slough, windsor and high wycombe we have reached a point 
where you are considering major developments in small vilages. So in summary, I don't believe nor recognise the level 
of building "needs" in Chiltern District. Q5 - In general, I believe that, considering housing needs as a national issue, 
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building on green belt land is absolutely unnecessary. Notwithstanding this, of the options set out I believe options A 
and D are most suitable, to restrict the impact on the smaller settlements. With regards to option C, and Little Chalfont 
in particular where I live and therefore know well and care most about, the proposed sites in aggregate are simply too 
large, given Little Chalfont's relatively small size and struggling infrastruture, and each would ruin some particularly 
beautiful areas. They have clearly been proposed because speculative developers own the land, rather than because 
they are suitable in any other way. With regards to Option K, and additional business land in Little Chalfont, the 
proposed site is simply inappropriate, and would have a horrendous impact on what is a beautiful stretch of 
countryside driven through by many, on the approach to Little Chalfont. 

settlements.  

Rep3237 Mr 
David Helyar 

I am fully in support of the decision to review the green belt as part of the new Local Plan. The green belt boundary has 
in some cases been in place for over 40 years and whilst I appreciate that these boundaries are supposed to last a long 
time I think an awful lot has changed in the past 40 years and that a review is long overdue. Whilst I think that we 
should try to protect the countryside around Chesham as much as possible I feel that there are also many areas where 
the green belt is protecting land that doesn’t meet any of the five reasons for inclusion in the green belt. In particular, I 
feel that any previously developed land that is currently included in the green belt should be removed from the green 
belt. It is far better for us to redevelop existing sites within the green belt then to destroy virgin countryside. Quite a 
few anomaly sites have been identified within the green belt. In past reviews these sites have been rejected very 
quickly; this time I think they need to be considered much more seriously. Green belt boundaries are supposed to be 
durable and defensible. In many of these anomaly cases, removing the anomaly site from the green belt would result in 
a new green belt boundary that was much more durable and defensible compared to the old one. This would also have 
very little impact on the green belt when taken as a whole. I would far rather see 100 individual houses built on 100 
small anomaly sites than a 100 house estate built on green fields. This sort of development would also have a much 
smaller impact on local infrastructure as the development would be much more evenly spread across the district. In 
addition these plots are much more likely to be developed by self-builders and as a result this would help to 
demonstrate the district’s commitment to the government’s ‘Right to Build’ scheme. To many people the green belt 
issue is very black and white, “thou shalt not touch the green belt under any circumstances”. Often this is more to do 
with protecting the specific piece of green belt that they look out onto than anything else. I think it is a lot more 
complicated than that. The green belt around Chesham is getting ever tighter as the development land within gets used 
up. If we are intelligent we can make the necessary land available by strategically moving the green belt boundary 
without compromising the purpose of the green belt. I think when looking at the green belt boundary the order of 
protection should be as follows (top is most protected, bottom is least protected): •Greenfield land that has 
unrestricted public access •Greenfield land that provides a special wildlife habitat •Greenfield land that is used for food 
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production •General greenfield land •General brownfield sites Anomaly brownfield site. In my area I would like to see 
Berkhampstead Field and Nashleigh Rec protected as they provide valuable public amenity space and also a specialist 
wildlife habitat. At the other end of the scale I would like to see the anomaly site referred to as “Garage block adjacent 
to 62 Vale Road Chesham” removed from the green belt as I believe that with suitable development this site could be 
greatly improved and thus improve the general outlook of the whole area. It seems silly to me that the green belt is 
being used to protect a block of 1960s garages. I also believe that the new green belt boundary that would be formed 
by removing this site from the green belt would be much more logical and, by extension, much more durable and 
defensible. I also feel that we ought to be putting a lot more emphasis on environmentally sustainable development. If 
land is removed from the green belt would it be possible to make sure that whoever develops the land has to meet a 
specific level of sustainability. Perhaps something similar to the ‘Code for Sustainable Housing’ that used to exist. Every 
new house built in Chesham should be sustainable - this should be enshrined in the new Local Plan. Simply putting a 
line into the planning application that you will look at the feasibility of putting in sustainable features is not good 
enough. Finally, I believe we should be doing a lot more to try and encourage self-builders. A lot of the emphasis so far 
seems to have been on providing land for developers. In my opinion it would be far better to encourage self-builders 
and small developers across the whole of the district rather than getting one large national developer to build an entire 
housing estate. If the housing is spread across lots of small plots of land it will have much less of an impact on the local 
infrastructure. Self-builders are also much more likely to use local architects, builders and crafts people to build their 
homes, keeping money in the local economy. It will also encourage a much greater degree of diversity in the 
developments and means that Chesham will continue to grow in the same organic fashion that it has done for 
centuries. 

Rep3238 Mr 
Barry Maiden 

I have lived in Little Chalfont for over 20 years and I am extremely concerned to view the draft Local Plan proposals for 
Little Chalfont which would greatly reduce the extent of the Green Belt in the area. I would like to register my strong 
objection to the erosion of the Green Belt in our area in any way. 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. 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. Traffic in this area is already bad, trying to get an 
appointment at the doctors is difficult, schools are overloaded – how can a small village deal with the proposal for so 
many houses when the infrastructure is just not in place. Only recently a patch of land by the shops known as the 
garages has been given permission for housing when what was really needed was additional parking for the area. These 
decisions have a great impact on the people that live in Little Chalfont. The Green Belt was designated in 1954 to 
protect against urban sprawl. These proposals would breach this. The existing areas of Green Belt around Little 
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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. AONB above all I would urge the council to protect this land, which again these 
proposals would destroy. Infrastructure – Schools are full, our neighbours that have young children were not able to 
get places for their children at the local schools. Doctors – already you have to wait up to 1 week to get an appointment 
with a local GP. Trains, these are already full at peak time, the car part at Chalfont & Latimer is overloaded. I recently 
drove to the carpark at 11.00am and had to drive back home as I could not find a space in levels of the car park. Roads 
– local roads are busier, the A404 is constantly at a standstill morning and evening because of the sheer weight of 
traffic. 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 beautiful Chiltern village such as ours? 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, these proposals would completely destroy the character of the 
village.  

Rep3239 Miss 
Katherine 
Broadhead 

I was really, really sad and shocked to hear that there are plans to build in our countryside. We should not build on 
Greenbelt land. It has been looked after and protected for us by our ancestors, so why should we be selfish and not 
look after it for future generations? Why? Once the Greenbelt land has been built on, it will be gone and it will be gone 
FOREVER and no-one will be able to change that. Greenbelts were set up for us and they protect natural environments, 
improve the air, make sure that people living in cities can get to countryside and stop the countryside becoming towns 
and suburbs. Greenbelts are good for people and plants and animals. In Little Chalfont there has already been lots of 
building including on the Donkey Field and Bell Lane. Before this building, there were already so many people living 
here that I didn’t get a place at my local school and have to travel to go to school, so even more buildings and people 
living here will make this problem worse. Also, it will be really hard to get an appointment with a doctor. I understand 
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there is a growing population and more houses are needed. Although building on Greenbelt land might be an easy 
solution, it is definitely NOT the RIGHT decision and it would be a tragic loss to everyone. Please look after our beautiful 
countryside and our future. 

Rep3240 Mr 
Cade Hamilton 

Q1: Comments of definition of housing & functional economic market area? It seems reasonable to combine Chiltern 
and South Bucks,given the similar markets and similar size. However, this could result in an excessive proprotion of 
allocation in one district (e.g. 80% chiltern, 20% S.Bucks), there needs to be an agreed maximum allocated per district; 
fairness must trumpt expediance. Same goes for travellers. This should be spread evenly and proprtionately to each 
possible site. Adding a couple to every village is better than most going in one or two places. Mass concentration of 
anything causes problems and resentment, which an even spread usually does not. It also helps the existing community 
adapt to the new entrants with change coming more slowly. Q2: Comments on draft HELAA ? The HELAA seems to 
disproporionately accept sites within Chalfont St. Peter. Fully 35% (653 dwellings) of the acceptances are in CSP. 67% 
(240) of C2 dwellings are also in CSP. Which collectively means 40% are in CSP. CSP is already set to experience massive 
changes, these have not yet really impacted and even more is being planned. I'm told that the previous building plan, 
which the government rejected, has largely been started in CSP (building springing up all over) and now it seems the 
slate is being wiped clean (past building not counted) before CSP is targetted again. I think the HELAA dismisses small 
sites when it should not. I believe there is a large unsupported desire for people to build their own homes for personal 
occupancy. The UK is a particularly hostile environment to builder occuppied properties, mostly because it is easier for 
bureaucrats to deal with large building firms/sites (why support 50 small one or two plot sites when a single Newland 
park give 306 dwellings in one easy effort). If you are going to release greenbelt then give back to the community by 
supporting self build just as aggressively as you (rightly) support affordable housing. Q3: Missing sights? Small sites for 
self-build. Small sites in general seem to be excluded with no real mechanism to bring these forward - devise a 
mechanism to encorage land owners who are willing to sell parts of a larger plot, not just those looking to make a 
fortune turning large greebelt sites into large housing estates (Like the CSP Epilepsy society). I believe the call for sites 
has been inadequate such that it only encourages large applications. There is an abandoned factory unit acros the road 
from the CSP church car park. This has been unused for several years. Q4: Agree with approach and objectives? 
Protecting the character and resident appreciation of where they live is critical. Infrastructure is I believe the most 
pressing concern (roads, schools, open spaces, parking, doctors) failure to provide these to match the demand caused 
by new building is the biggest problem. Everything within the M25 has now become one massive urban sprawl. If green 
belt is sacrificed in this area then the Chilterns and South Bucks will slowly but surely be drawn in to London. The M25 
is a kind of 'natural' barrier but hardly an attractive one. If we do not stop the joining up now then we will have to 
admit that we never will, we will just slide slowly inextricably in to London. Q5: Strategy options? I believe development 
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should be spread a thinly as possible, therefore all options should be considered with an overarching target 
development for each current town/village/hamlet. I think an option of 'micro' developments at the edges of each 
town/village/hamlet should be undertaken. Q6: Comments on individual options? Mill Meadow: I frankly consider this 
option was included as a political ploy. This area is used for a large number of community purposes, not least children's 
schooling, sports facilities and playground space. It is surely highly susceptable to flooding and concreting over of the 
land will quite possibly result 

Rep3241 Mrs 
Thora Lyle 
SENSE4CSP 

I fully support the Response being filed by SENSE which follows: [This is the same as the SENSE4CSP response. Please 
see Rep3055 and 3056 for the response.]  

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

Rep3242 
Lauren 
Rollafson 

I strongly oppose the proposed building development on Mill Meadow. This beautiful area is utilised by many children 
and adults for sports regularly and also dog walking. It serves as the local recreation field for hundreds of local 
households and it would take away sporting and outdoor facilities for so many people. As an adult I play ladies football 
also at Chalfont St. Peter football club, this is a growing sport and we are encouraging girls to start playing. It would be 
disastrous for this activity of the club was affected. I strongly oppose the plans to develop Stone Meadow. In response 
to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) incorporating issues and Options (‘The 
Plan’) please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17. Firstly, I request that the green 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 make it clear that I feel very 
strongly about protecting a second area (in addition to the hatched area on p40 of the Local Plan) 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) 
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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. 

Rep3243 Mr 
Shaun Anders 

I would like to register my opposition to the proposed building on Nashleigh hill recreation site. This area is an area of 
beauty used by many families and children. Building on this area would be a great loss to the community. 
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Rep3244 Mrs 
Laura 
Waterton 
Planning 
Advisor 
National Trust 

The National Trust is grateful for being included in the initial consultation of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 
(Jan - March 2016). The National Trust is a charity founded in 1895 to promote the permanent preservation of places of 
historic interest and natural beauty for the benefit of the nation. Within the plan area we own two main heritage 
properties - Cliveden (approx 154 hectares) and Dorneywood House (approx 100 hectares), with Cliveden being of 
particular significance as a historically important major visitor attraction in South Bucks. Both of these properties are 
open to the public during the year and provide a valued amenity for local residents and visitors alike. As well as 
pursuing our charitable purpose through the ownership and management of property, we also act beyond our 
boundaries through advocacy and partnership. A properly-functioning planning system is critical to the Trust’s purpose 
and we seek to influence the planning system at local, regional and national levels. All of our comments are expressed 
in general support of the procedure and the issues/options in this document, with some particular areas of interest 
highlighted. Spatial Strategy Options This consultation emphasises the fact that difficult decisions will need to be made 
in order to accommodate the significant level of growth earmarked for the plan area. The National Trust accepts that 
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finding suitable development sites is a challenge in an area rich in the type of heritage and landscape designations 
which, along with the restriction of development imposed by Green Belt policy, make a significant contribution to the 
area's character and attractiveness. The Trust welcomes the numerous possible spatial strategies for accommodating 
growth that have been identified. Some of these scenarios involve removing land from the Green Belt, the specific 
designation of which is understood to be an on-going assessment. Whilst the Trust supports this practice in theory, it 
would stress that any land to be removed from the Green Belt needs to be clearly identified and justified by 
"exceptional circumstances" and supported by the development of a robust evidence base. This is per the DCLG 
guidance, incorporated into the NPPF in 2014, which relates to whether housing and economic needs override 
constraints on the use of land, such as the Green Belt. Given the importance of the Green Belt and the sensitivity of 
potential development impacts, we anticipate that ‘Green Belt’ will be a very prominent chapter in the draft Plan, 
clearly identifying any land to be removed from the Green Belt, together with the Council’s ‘Policy Approach’ on Green 
Belt and links through to the evidence base. The forthcoming draft Plan should give this guidance and the associated 
Green Belt constraints full consideration as part of a robust evidence base. In terms of the Green Belt areas earmarked 
for potential development, we would express caution in the 'extension' of Maidenhead urban area across the river to 
the west of Taplow. It is appreciated that some significant development has already been approved for area, but it 
would be unfortunate if this were to set a precedent for a further incursion towards Taplow, particularly due to its 
potential impact on the wider landscape setting of the nationally significant heritage assets at Cliveden. Overall, the 
areas highlighted as being options for new development in the plan area are not considered to have a direct effect on 
our properties. Landscape and Historic Environment/Heritage Strategy The Trust is pleased to see the Council's 
commitment to creating a formal heritage strategy and using it as part of the evidence base for the plan area. This is a 
positive step in developing a new Local Plan that puts the need for conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment at the forefront of planning decisions. In this regard, we wish to emphasise the need to give full weight to 
the significance of heritage assets when assessing housing need, as well as the suitability of sites and the nature and 
appearance of approved development, in line with the guidance set out in the NPPF. As this strategy is developed, the 
Trust asks that a specific focus be given to at least the more significant assets in the plan area, such as Cliveden, in 
order to guide future plan and decision making. As a heritage organisation with an extensive array of subject experts, 
along with an indepth knowledge of Cliveden, the Trust is prepared to engage with the Councils and others with 
interest in the historic environment to help develop effective and robust heritage policies for the new Plan. The Trust 
will also look for the economic value that our properties, including both our visitor operations and the hotel at 
Cliveden, bring to the area to be recognised in terms of direct employment and engaging local businesses. It is also 
considered critical that the importance of assets such as Cliveden and Dorneywood House are recognised not only in 
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terms of contributing to the character and identity of the area, but as valued visitor attractions - Cliveden alone attracts 
more than 400,000 visitors a year - that give people an opportunity to engage with heritage conservation and immerse 
themselves in an historic environment. The Trust has recently spent millions on conservation work at Cliveden and, in 
addition to this on-going work, intends to continue its investment in this property to better accommdate a growing 
local population and increasing visitor numbers. We therefore think it is appropriate for this strategy to reference how 
future development requirements of heritage attractions in particular, and not just changes of use, will be senstively 
accommodated where appropriate and how such assets have different attributes and requirements to householder or 
private heritage properties. The Trust also welcomes the recognition of the importance of setting in terms of its 
contribution to the special interest and significance of an asset. For instance, one of the most impressive features of 
the designed historic landscape at Cliveden are the far reaching views along the Thames valley, which includes glimpses 
of urban Maidenhead. As such, cross boundary issues also are pertinent as unsympathetic development in the Royal 
Borough could be seriously detrimental to these iconic views. The recognition that ‘setting’ does not easily fit neatly 
within one local authority’s boundary, and can involve a number of different decision makers, is essential here. 
Assessing the scale and extent of Cliveden's 'setting' is therefore considered to be a critical part of any planning 
policy/evidence base and it is suggested that further work be undertaken in the area. The National Trust is grateful for 
the opportunity to express the above points of view and we would welcome the opportunity to engage with the 
Councils on the issues raised above as the draft plan is developed.  

Rep3245 
Nimish Patel 

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, libraries, healthcare, 
water and waste management. In particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields between Stony Lane and 

 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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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. The cow field between Stony 
Lane and Westwood Park acts as a much needed buffer between the built up area of the Chessfield Park housing estate 
and the ancient woodland of Westwood without which would be detrimental to the woodland. This buffer would 
preserve the views of the woodland from many locations as well as stopping the spread of pollution into the woodland. 
Westwood Park is used by walkers, joggers, cyclists, those who walk their dogs as well as many others who come from 
miles around to enjoy the park. This open space is much needed and is highly beneficial in terms of physical health as 
well as mental well-being. It is also used every Saturday morning by Westwood Football Club providing children with 
opportunities for physical activity and social interaction. I cannot think of any nearby open space which would replace 
this one for use by the public for similar activities. 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. 

Rep3246 Chris 
Russell 

I object to proposals to allow green belt around Little Chalfont to be tested for residential or employment development 
on the following grounds. • Little Chalfont has in recent years provided substantial additional housing and current 
building is providing more. • The possible percentage expansion of Little Chalfont is much greater than that proposed 
for other villages and will change the nature of the village. • Parking and transport is already inadequate for the existing 
population. (From 7am onwards there is a queue to park for the shops in Chenies Parade and this queue sometimes 
blocks through traffic on the A404 adding to congestion). • Amersham and Little Chalfont are trending to form a single 
large conurbation and expansion to shrink the gap between it and Chorleywood is undesirable. • The green belt is used 
both by local people and walking groups which can often be seen arriving by train from the direction of London. Any 
reduction in green belt will be detrimental both to the local population and to users from elsewhere. 

 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. 

Rep3247 Mr 
James Russell 

I am a pupil at Little Chalfont Primary School who is 11 and has a house that backs on to the cow field which you want 
to turn into housing estates and I wish to object to your plans for the following reasons: • If you build houses on 

The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
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Westwood Park and the cow field some of Little Chalfont’s astounding natural beauty will be destroyed. • Our 
uniqueness of being a petite small village will be gone and we wouldn’t be Little Chalfont any more. We would be Big 
Chalfont or Enormous Chalfont. • All our picturesque and stunning views will disappear right before our eyes and be 
replaced by ugly houses. • The wonderful wildlife’s habitats will be destroyed leaving 100s of animals homeless. • You 
will be depriving over 200 people of the chance to play local football with Westwood Park Football Club. • Just to go for 
a relaxing walk in the woods you will have to pass rows and rows of houses. • The quiet roads will be plagued with a 
mass of honking horns and traffic. • It will become much more dangerous to walk to and from Little Chalfont Primary 
School. 

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

Rep3248 Miss 
Hannah 
Russell 

 I am writing to you today to address the issue of the potential overturn of the green belt policy. There are several 
reasons why I think turning the fields and park into housing is not a good plan. With a much larger population, it will 
make it so much harder for existing residents to get their children into the local schools. Additionally, there are so many 
people that live here in Little Chalfont because of the peaceful surroundings and the community within us. However, 
with hundreds of new houses and/or flats, the population here will double or maybe even triple, causing roads to be 
constantly blocked with traffic, very long waiting times for appointments in the doctors’ surgery, and of course, we 
wouldn’t have our park anymore. But what is the park used for? Well, here are just some of the uses: Football clubs 
and games – every weekend, Westwood Park is populated with over two hundred people coming to play football. If we 
didn’t have the park, half of these people may not be part of this football community as they won’t have easy access to 
the playing grounds any more. Dog walkers – there are so many dogs that live in Little Chalfont and the surrounding 
areas, and many of them come to Westwood Park for their walks two or three times a day. For instance, I’ve lived in 
Little Chalfont for my whole life. My brother, mother and I have always wanted a dog, and one of the key reasons that 
convinced my father was that we have the spacious park just down our road. The park is a great place for people to 
meet up with their friends, as it is in the middle of our community. The Village Day Fun Run – hundreds of people 
convene in Westwood Park every year to watch or participate in the fun run on Little Chalfont Village Day. As you can 
see, the park plays such a big part in our community, and I hope you decide to agree that the planned development of 
Little Chalfont is unacceptable from an environmental perspective and also the quality of life of current residents would 
degrade dramatically. 

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.  

Rep3249 
Azusa 
Hatakeyama 

I strongly object to the conclusion that Little Chalfont be classified as a 'main settlement for growth' and that areas of 
Green Belt should be released for major development. The land under consideration is designated as Green Belt and 
includes areas of outstanding natural beauty (AONB), thus I strongly feel this land should be protected as according to 
existing local and national planning policy. Moreover, any new housing would contribute further to the overloading of 
local infrastructure, including our roads, parking, train services, school and healthcare services. I sincerely hope that 

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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you take the above objections into consideration, as I genuinely feel that the developments you propose would be 
detrimental to existing residents and negatively impact the rural setting of Little Chalfont village. 

implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep3250 Mr 
Philip Dyer 

I am writing to strongly object to the proposed planning application for development on the greenbelt area on 
Nashleigh Hill Recreation ground and the surrounding feels. Not only is this an area of natural beauty but it is also used 
by large numbers of families, school children, dog walkers and activity groups. It is a hub for parents to meet whilst 
taking their children to the playground and as such serves an important social function. There will also be a 
catastrophic effect on the diverse types of wildlife that inhabit this area, in particular numerous red kites who nest 
there. Additional housing development would also place an unprecedented strain on local amenities and infrastructure, 
with current problems with traffic, shortage of school places and lack of local shops being exacerbated. Vale Rd already 
has a very heavy volume of local through traffic which is of concern to local residents particularly in relation to the 
safety of children. Any additional development would only compound this problem. I am also a father, and my 3 young 
children regularly enjoy spending time in and around the Nashleigh Hill Recreation area. It’s loss would be to the 
detriment of their health as there are limited places in the locality for walking and leisure activities. I expect this would 
have a similar impact on a lot of young families in the area.  

  

Rep3251 Clare 
Mansel, Ben, 
Hanna, 
Richard and 
Paul Smith 

As part of our community I strongly object to the Mill Meadow plot to be potentially used for housing. All of my family 
use Mill meadow recreationally and without this area we would be lost! My husband runs and keeps fit there. My son 
belongs to the local football team Chalfont St Peter football club are based there and he trains and plays there twice a 
week. My son and daughter both play tennis there. My father plays bridge at the community centre twice a week. I 
attend many events at the community centre and I walk the dog there too. If this plot of were to be used for housing – 
what plot of land would be given to the community for these activities? Mill Meadow is used by many institutions. The 
Community Centre, The Chalfont Academy and CHALFONT ST PETER FOOTBALL CLUB Where would all our children 
train and play? Where would the Academy hold their sports sessions? Building work on site at the Holly crossNewlnds 
Park are already underway, so more people can live in the village , but with no amenities for recreation! 

  

Rep3252 
Nicola 
Ashwood 

I am writing to lodge my objection to the news that Westwood Park is being considered for development. Over the past 
few years, my family have frequently used the park, and playing fields area of Westwood park. More recently my two 
sons play football for Westwood park football club and are devastated to hear that their football ground may be built 
on, and that as a result the football team would have to come to an end. Where else would the football team play? I 
don't know of other open spaces in Little Chalfont? Have you been over to Westwood Park on a Saturday morning? 
There are a large number of children from the ages of 4-17 who play each week. This great team has grown over the 
past 10 years to being a veritable sought after football club that is providing so many youngsters with not only new 
football and teamwork skills but also as a team that has fun in a friendly, 'community' atmosphere. Where else can we 
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get this from? I hope the decision to build on Westwood Park will NOT be approved. 

Rep3256 Mr 
Mark Hunter 

Like my wife, I also reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified 
as a 'Main settlement for growth' and that the 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 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%, 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. This seems obvious but I would like to see any research that refutes this. 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 boarders 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 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.  
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 

Rep3257 Mr 
Ivan Adams 

I am deeply disturbed by the Planned Development Proposals, as published by Chiltern District Council, which I believe 
will be very damaging to Little Chalfont. The green belt countryside around the village is there for a reason - namely to 
prevent just the things which are being suggested. Much of the land in question is also designated an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. In particular, it is impossible to contemplate a designated area of employment, an 
industrial estate by another name, as the first sight you see as you leave Hertfordshire and enter Buckinghamshire. This 

 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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has always been a delightful area, and the inroads suggested will change the whole character of the area. Development 
over the last few years has already placed an, at times, unbearable strain on the existing infrastructure. At times it is 
virtually impossible to park near the shops, trains to London are filled to over capacity at peak times, and local schools 
are oversubscribed. To add more to the burden at Little Chalfont is woeful, especially when we see that the village has 
already taken more than its fair share of housing development within Chiltern District, having added over 12% to its 
housing stock, compared with 5% for Amersham and 4% for Chesham, over the last ten years. 

implications for individual 
settlements.  
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 

Rep3258 Alex 
Adams 

I wish to protest about the Planned Development Proposals, regarding plans which I believe will be hugely adverse to 
Little Chalfont. To destroy and convert the green belt countryside would be extremely counter productive, especially in 
an area of outstanding natural beauty. I attended St Clement Danes School for five years and was always delighted to 
return to Buckinghamshire, past beautiful countryside. The thought that this could be built on would be unbearable. I 
am also surprised that Little Chalfont has been singled out once again to provide even more housing development. This 
appears grossly unfair, especially in comparison to the proposals for surrounding towns and villages.  

 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.  

Rep3259 Mr 
Michael Joyce 

I live at the edge of the village at [….]Lt Chalfont, and my garden as a triangle backs on to 2 of the proposed 
development areas: the Donkey Field over the railway, and the industrial site between Lodge Lane and the A404. I am 
objecting for the following reasons. 1. We already have high traffic volumes going through the village on the A404, and 
the doubling in size will make it impossible to move around in. 2. I know we need more housing, but this 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. 3.Much of the land around Lt Chalfont (including the site west of Stoney Lane and that 
straddling the A404 east of the village), is in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. I do not see why the forethought 
of our elders should now destroy this.4.Lt Chalfont has already taken more than its fair share of new housing with the 
estates by Bell Lane (253 homes) and behind Chenies Parade (45). The flats at the latter were supposed to be low cost 
starter homes, but are priced at £750,000 each! I do not see why Lt Chalfont should take any more new homes. 

 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.  

Rep3260 Prof 
Paul Forster 

As part of the need to find additional land for housing development, I believe it important to identify all appropriate in-
fill and unused land within the current boundaries of Chiltern villages. There may also be opportunities to develop land 
on the border of villages that currently only have development on one side of the road. I believe these opportunities 
should be adopted before any larger scale extension of village boundaries is contemplated, except where disused 
industrial land is concerned. Chiltern villages need to continually evolve to ensure they continue to serve the needs of 
the communities they serve - and not just vested interests - but particular care should be taken in any significant 
extensions of village boundaries and especially where there is a danger of adjacant conurbations becoming joined up 
into a continuouse housing belt. 
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Rep3261 Mrs 
Mary 
Whitworth 

I fully understand the need for more housing and have no objection to these being built in appropriate sites. Howevr to 
consider the areas along the A404 would be madness as the current impact of traffic is already considerable, additional 
homes would mean a least two cars per house. Use for industrial/retial parks would mean more lorries and cars which I 
do not think the area can cope with. With regard to removing areas currently protected by green belt stauts/AONB, this 
would be destructive to the natural wildlife and sanity of these residents who enjoy its peaceful setting. Once taken 
away it will be gone forever - please do not spoil this beautiful countryside. 

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

Rep3262 Mrs 
Zina Adams 

Having read your Initial Consultation Documents, I wish to respond to a few of the suggested proposals. I would like 
you to imagine a scenario where you journey from the pleasant greenery of Chorleywood in Hertfordshire into leafy 
Bucks. The first sight that will greet you would be – an industrial estate! We are talking about the gateway to the 
Chilterns and Buckinghamshire. The proposed employment area is a key introduction to this beautiful county. The 
proposal will completely change the character of this important entry by converting our green and pleasant land at the 
most important access point to the village and to the county. The route into the village from Amersham is already 
ribbon development and makes the division between Little Chalfont and Amersham a blur of commercial buildings. It 
would be very difficult for the many tourists who visit the area as a place of outstanding natural beauty to appreciate 
they have arrived in the Chilterns. I attended the meeting at Little Chalfont Village Hall on Wednesday 17th February. 
This was overflowing with villagers with standing room only. Two earlier meetings the previous week were also 
oversubscribed. We were not aware of anyone who was in support of these proposals. We were all incredulous of the 
extent to which the green belt and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty were under attack. We were also amazed at 
how Little Chalfont has seemingly been chosen to bare more than its share of the burden. As there are so many aspects 
to these proposals I have concentrated on the two which are the most damaging and unfair. Little Chalfont has already 
borne a disproportionate share of housing development in the last few years I am referring to the large Bell Lane site 
which accommodates over 200 households. This development we believe was erected on an industrial site and was 
virtually complete before most villagers knew this was happening. The development on the donkey field was well 
publicised and is also high density, Following these developments there has been no change to the infrastructure, no 
extra parking, no extra schools, GP surgeries, etc. Since 2006, Little Chalfont has surely done its share with new housing 
development being 12.4% increase in housing stock compared with Chesham, 4.0%, Amersham 5.3%,and Chalfont St 
Peter 7.7%. These statistics make it clear that Little Chalfont should not be the focus of further major development and 
parity should prevail. Surely enough is enough. In the last two decades Little Chalfont has worked hard to establish 
itself as a village, and has succeeded. It would be so sad to see this swept away. Do not consider defacing the entry to 
Buckinghamshire and Little Chalfont by creating an area for industry /employment, thus potentially turning away many 
of the people, who know and expect that they are coming to an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Further erosion of 

 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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the Green Belt outside the village would be a tragedy for Little Chalfont, the Chilterns and indeed, Buckinghamshire. 

Rep3263 Mr 
Ian Brocklesby 

I have been a resident of Little Chalfont for over 34 years. It has been a happy experience living here in a village 
community, bringing up 4 sons with my wife, all locally educated. I have to confess, I am totally opposed to the current 
development plan for the following reasons. In the last 8 years, Little Chalfont has already experienced a 12.4% 
increase in the number of houses/dwellings, much more than the surrounding towns/villages. This has already led to 
significant local problems and practical and service difficulties. Currently the main road through Little Chalfont has long 
daily queues, particularly at peak and school times. Even outside such periods, the traffic flows are still relatively busy 
and parking is now a perpetual and increasing problem, especially around the local shopping area/parade, which is 
going to be further exacerbated when building starts in the new development, never mind when it is completed! As 
well as our roads being full of traffic, a simple census will undoubtedly show the high growth rate in volume, the train 
services at rush hour are also becoming unpleasant and overcrowded when travelling. The importance of train/road 
services should not be overlooked as a significant proportion of Little Chalfont residents work in London. The current 
infrastructure is already nearing maximum capacity; schools are virtually full, doctor and dentist appointments difficult 
to obtain in reasonable time and social and public services are stretched. What such planning proposals will achieve, if 
adopted, will destroy the village community of Little Chalfont and spread urbanisation throughout the local and 
surrounding area. Please look at these plans and truly assess their future impact. I realise there is a lot of pressure on 
such reviews and that this is thrown on you, particularly by the government, for a numerical solution but seriously, it's 
just not about statistics and without trying to be melodramatic, the effects significantly affect the quality of life. A 
physical environment, as every psychological and social services study shows, impacts on " family life and the spirit of 
the residing community". The whole purpose of Green Belt is to stop such urbanisation spread and encroachment, yet 
such objectives now seem to have been totally disregarded in these proposals and even AONB are being impacted! Is 
nothing truly safe in this area, and I haven't even mentioned the police! Our infrastructure and public and social 
services are already stretched. To build many more houses/offices will destroy this vibrant and cohesive community 
spirit of this village. I have just heard that you have released a new document, four days prior to the closure of the 
consultation period(!) which includes a proposal to consider Westwood Park and the field behind Chessfield Park as 
one parcel of land and try and demonstrate that it has not performed 'well' as Green Belt and should be declassified, 
thereby permitting development. Westwood Park, as evidenced by the use and enjoyment of my 4 children over the 
last 34 years and currently by my 2 grandchildren, has been a wonderful and total success. I am truly staggered that 
some people, supposedly elected representatives, think it is a failure! Families need more than bricks and mortar, they 
need a community spirit and above all spaces in which to thrive. Sporting and playing activities nurture such a 
community spirit. Please, please listen to the voice of the people. I ask and do expect our local councillors and voted 

 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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representatives to oppose such planning proposals. Many thanks for this opportunity. 

Rep3264 Mr 
Mark Gardiner 

Re Chalfont St Peter.(CSP). I understand that over 7000 homes are planned for the area, and that CDC has already 
granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within CSP, including Holy cross, Newlands Park and Audley Homes 
at the Epilepsy Centre. CSP has already had its fair share. The drainage and sewerage will not take further new housing, 
and Schools are full. The Epilepsy Society Site is already being developed and further development on Green belt land is 
inappropriate.Important recreational facilities are contained by way of nine football pitches. The surrounding 
countryside is actively farmed,, has a riding stables and is frequently walked by neighbouring residents. Several local 
businesses use the site and the Epilepsy Society is one of CSP's largest employers. The site fulfils all five of the stated 
purposes of the green belt. It is not supported by a bus service and is beyond walking to any railway station. The site is 
bound on 3 sides by narrow dangerous roads. Mill Meadow is a much used amenity of the village , including the only 
games fields for the CSP C of E Academy, tennis, cricket and football clubs, scout hut and parish council offices. it is on a 
flood plain and seems inappropriate for development. Chalfont St Giles. The site alongside the A413 is on a flood plain 
and will adversely affect the approach to the village. Land alongside Botterells lane would be more appropriate. Little 
Chalfont. Development of the field to the west of Stony lane will adversely affect countryside leading to AONB 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.  

Rep3265 Mr 
Gordon 
Gillespie 

1,2 - The numbers provided do not make sense as 15,100 new dwellings is equivalent to about 5 towns the size of 
Gerrards Cross. 3. Please provide a list of other possible sites. 5.Option A as it had 56% of votes. 6. Object to the 
following Green Belt being considered for the following reasons. 1. Parcel 47b (A40/Bull Lane) – ARUP rejected this 2. 
Parcel 57a (Lower Road/A413) – In a Flood Plain, and joins GX to CSP. 3. Parcel 57b (A413/Chalfont Park) - In a Flood 
Plain, and joins GX to CSP. 4. Parcel 69 (M40 to Fulmer Drive, Howards Wood Dr, Howards Thicket – ARUP rejected this 
5. 16. Yes to community infrastructure levy. The form is very unfriendly to complete and ill-thought out. I found it hard 
and have extensive IT knowledge. A survey monkey form or some other common online tool would have been a much 
more sensible and user freindly option. 

  

Rep3268 
Elaine & Jose 
Puren 

It has been brought to our attention this weekend that there is a proposal to consider developing a large area of land in 
the direct vicinity of our house. Firstly we are very concerned that the local residents haven't been officially informed of 
this proposal and now have only several days to register their opinions. Surely you have an obligation to contact people 
who would be directly affected by such a plan. The area in question runs from behind the garage at the bottom of 
Nashleigh Hill, along the Vale, up through the woods and over towards Ashley Green. This appears to be a very large 
area which would have a big impact on both local residents and wildlife and those who use the surrounding roads 
regularly. The A416 is already subjected to very heavy traffic during peak periods and further traffic would bring the 
roads to a standstill even more regularly than they are already. Vale Road is not suitable for heavy traffic and pollution 
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levels are already extremely high at this end of Chesham. The playing fields behind the Shell Garage at the bottom of 
Nashleigh Hill are a vital facility for children living in the area and would be a huge loss to the community. How can you 
encourage young people to get outside and exercise when there's nowhere for them to go? A great number of people 
walk through these fields every day and a the wildflowers growing there are much appreciated. No doubt there would 
also be an increased risk of flooding as the road through the Vale and down Berkhamstead Road into Chesham is 
already prone to flooding due to water running down off the hill. We appreciate that the council has to propose various 
areas for development but from meetings held by local groups we weren't aware that this was one of them. An idea we 
heard mooted to develop the old Bovingdon Airfield sounds like a much more viable option. Please could you keep us 
up to date with the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. 

Rep3269 Mr 
Stephen 
Adams 

Having read your Initial Consultation Documents, I wish to respond to a few of the suggested proposals. I would like 
you to imagine a scenario where you journey from the pleasant greenery of Chorleywood in Hertfordshire into leafy 
Bucks. The first sight that will greet you would be – an industrial estate! We are talking about the gateway to the 
Chilterns and Buckinghamshire. The proposed employment area is a key introduction to this beautiful county. The 
proposal will completely change the character of this important entry by converting our green and pleasant land at the 
most important access point to the village and to the county. The route into the village from Amersham is already 
ribbon development and makes the division between Little Chalfont and Amersham a blur of commercial buildings. It 
would be very difficult for the many tourists who visit the area as a place of outstanding natural beauty to appreciate 
they have arrived in the Chilterns. I attended the meeting at Little Chalfont Village Hall on Wednesday 17th February. 
This was overflowing with villagers with standing room only. Two earlier meetings the previous week were also 
oversubscribed. We were not aware of anyone who was in support of these proposals. We were all incredulous of the 
extent to which the green belt and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty were under attack. We were also amazed at 
how Little Chalfont has seemingly been chosen to bare more than its share of the burden. As there are so many aspects 
to these proposals I have concentrated on the two which are the most damaging and unfair. Little Chalfont has already 
borne a disproportionate share of housing development in the last few years I am referring to the large Bell Lane site 
which accommodates over 200 households. This development we believe was erected on an industrial site and was 
virtually complete before most villagers knew this was happening. The development on the donkey field was well 
publicised and is also high density, Following these developments there has been no change to the infrastructure, no 
extra parking, no extra schools, GP surgeries, etc. Since 2006, Little Chalfont has surely done its share with new housing 
development being 12.4% increase in housing stock compared with Chesham, 4.0%, Amersham 5.3%,and Chalfont St 
Peter 7.7%. These statistics make it clear that Little Chalfont should not be the focus of further major development and 
parity should prevail. Surely enough is enough. In the last two decades Little Chalfont has worked hard to establish 

 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. 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

221 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

itself as a village, and has succeeded. It would be so sad to see this swept away. Do not consider defacing the entry to 
Buckinghamshire and Little Chalfont by creating an area for industry /employment, thus potentially turning away many 
of the people, who know and expect that they are coming to an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Further erosion of 
the Green Belt outside the village would be a tragedy for Little Chalfont, the Chilterns and indeed, Buckinghamshire. 

Rep3270 
Akshay Patel 

Your proposal for the development of Green Belt land in Little Chalfont is very unclear and unpopular. People will be 
moving in and will find houses and flats which is great. However, for the community it is unpopular for the beautiful 
land to be used for these purposes on the following reasons; -While at football training yesterday, our head coach for 
the Under 13's at Westwood Park Football Club informed us that possibly in time to come there will be no football club 
as Chiltern District Council is considering developing green belt land around Little Chalfont. There is 400-500 
men,woman,boys and girls who use Westwood Park for Football/Cricket/Running etc. on Saturdays and Sunday's 
mainly. It would be a great shame if your planning committee decides to develop such areas. Also developing further 
green belt land around Little Chalfont which is already crowded is not a good idea. -Schools are already under threat by 
too many people so imagine the trouble it would cause for more children to be in Little Chalfont. -More and more 
people will live in the area which means lots of traffic from new cars and vehicles which means more pollution. My 
perspective of this Green Belt development is unfavoured as I have stated all over this email. You should find another 
area to build your houses/flats where the place has better facilities to facilitate more people. So I strongly OBJECT to 
any proposal of use of green belt land 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.  

Rep3271 Mr 
Paul Parsons 

I have recently been advised of the proposed Industrial Estate at Nashleigh Hill and I would like to register my strong 
objection as not only will it spoil a lovely view from the front of my house which was part of my reason for purchasing 
it, but more importantly it will take away a well used recreation ground used by children dog walkers daily. Such a site 
in this location will also cause extra traffic to the town on entry from the A41 which can already be congested in the 
mornings, and do we really need any further Industrial Estates in Chesham especially if it means spoiling another part 
of town. 

  

Rep3272 
Jasmine Lewis 

I write in objection to the proposed plans to develop the greenbelt and surrounds adjacent to the A404 between Little 
Chalfont and Chenies. As a resident of Chenies, I believe that these plans would have a negative impact on the 
surrounding area of a village deemed to be an area of outstanding beauty. Having liaised with CDC on a number of 
planning applications over the past 8 years, I am stunned to see the proposed plans supported by CDC, as they have 
historically valued greenbelt, conservation areas and that deemed to be area of outstanding beauty. I walk our dog 
along the ridge everyday and feel blessed to witness the beauty of the land. I am not alone; everyday I witness visiting 
ramblers (parking outside my home) to walk along the Chiltern Way. Our children are regular users of Westwood park, 
along with around 300 other children at weekends in arranged play. As a family we use the wooded area each weekend 

 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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to travel by bicycles to the grounds. There are already limited grounds available for our children to use for outdoor 
recreation. School places are oversubscribed and lack land to extend, let alone offer outdoor play. Further housing 
would only add to the problem. I would hope that CDC could find alternate space for any industrial sites required, 
without having such a negative impact on our Greenbelt. 

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

Rep3273 
Suresh Patel 

I strongly oppose with the current proposal by Chiltern and South Bucks council initial consultation regarding 
developing Green Belt in the surroundings of Little Chalfont. Green Belt was created for a purpose and should stay that 
way, it should not satisfy the needs of Westminster. By developing Green Belt around Little Chalfont it cannot be 
justified as our local infrastructure cannot maintain any more pressure on the local schools, doctors, jobs and roads. 
We have already suffered two major losses with the development at Bell Lane and the quite recently developed site at 
Burtons Lane (donkey fields). With these recent developments schools are suffering, waiting times at doctors surgeries 
have increased and the unbearable traffic created has been too much. I strongly think that the committee should find 
another area to develop than putting more pressure on 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.  

Rep3274 
Aakash Patel 

My name is Aakash Patel (Age 12). I live on Loudhams Wood Lane in Buckinghamshire. The recent green belt proposal 
to create many more houses/flats sounds good at first. People may see no short term problems. But there are both 
long term as well as short term problems in which people may find insignificant. For example building on green belt will 
waste even more space. This is because when people move in, and they have children, they need them to go to school. 
But this means that schools would become even more under pressure as they are already overcrowded and the 
demand for more schools would increase. See the link? All these schools need to be built somewhere with free land 
and the only free land around here is green belt. So more space is wasted which creates an ongoing cycle. This is both a 
long term and a short term problem. So I don't think using up green land around this beautiful area (Little Chalfont) is a 
good idea so I would like to object to the green belt planning in regards to 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.  

Rep3275 
Andrew Lee 

I am responding to Question 2 of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating 
Iaaues and Options (January-March 2016). I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden 
should be permitted to be made into residential development. As a family, we regularly make use of this local garage 
and its facilities. I am concerned that Great Missenden will lose its only servicing garage as well as a number of local 
skilled jobs. I request that Wicks garage should not be included in the HELAA sites deemd suitable for development.  

  

Rep3276 Nigel 
& Louise Quail 

We are responding to question 2 of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) 
Incorporation Issues and Options (January - March 2016). We do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, 
Great Missenden should be made available for residential development because the village would lose a valuable 
resource and it would also result in a loss of local jobs. We have been using this garage for many years now and even 
though we live in Aylesbury, we continue to use it because the service is excellent and we always receive good advice. 
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For example, our tyres were wearing and whereas some major tyre companies would have sold us new tyres there and 
then, the people at Wicks garage said we would get at least another three months wear out of them and to come back 
at that time. Accordingly, we feel that Wicks Garage should not be included amongst the HELAA sites deemed suitable 
for development. 

Rep3278 Mr 
Jonathan Vize 

This is a completely inappropriate proposal which has not been fully considered in terms of impact upon the area. In 
addition, we fear that any relaxation of the green belt area in or around Ley Hill/Botley Road/ Jasons Hill area will lead 
to pressure being put by unsuitable and unsustainable development. There is already evidence from previous town 
planning decisions in the area, that the green belt is constantly being challenged, and through inconsistent decisions 
(either won on appeal or otherwise) already resulted in inappropriate development. Such a decision to relax the green 
belt, will pave the way for an expansion in urbanisation of this important, unique rural area of the Chilterns AONB. In 
terms of future impact, this area is already vulnerable in terms of the highways being used as short cuts to the M25 and 
A41, together with avoiding Chesham town centre, so if the Green Belt were relaxed and the developments grew, there 
would be unacceptable pressure on the highways and local services such as schools, medical and public transport. HS2 
construction traffic will also place an additional burden on the area. In terms of the supply and availability of school 
places, the area is already under pressure in terms of sufficiency. The consequence of such a decision to relax this area 
of the Green Belt will result in the local authority being put under considerable pressure by developers to permit 
inappropriate development. The natural habitat in the area is fragile and would almost certainly be affected by the 
likely urbanisation of this area. We have witnessed the loss of various wildlife over recent years such as hedgehogs, 
skylarks etc and fear that further loss of habitat will result. 

  

Rep3279 Lelia 
Deavy 

I am writing to voice about my concern about proposed plans for development in the Little Chalfont area. Most 
concerning is the plans to make changes to the Green Belt. The Green Belt was created, for good reasons - to constrain 
building and urban sprawl. The Green Belt is not a bank of land reserved for building. Opening up small parcels of land 
to building will start 'building creep' - turning Little Chalfont Village into a 'New Town’. Much of the land around Little 
Chalfont, not only in the Green Belt is also classified as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. It would be folly to 
destroy such a local asset. Little Chalfont has seen it fair share of development in recent years - 253 home in Bell Lane, 
45 in the Donkey Field, Apartment planned along the parade, more along While Lion Road. Traffic through the village is 
at a stand still most mornings and is extremely busy through the day. It is impossible to turn right from Burton Lane 
towards the railway station most mornings. Turning left and using the mini roundabout is the only way to go. Imagine 
the congestion if there was any significant new buildings in the locality. Additional new houses would bring extra 
pressure on other local amenities - schools, healthcare facilities and parking. The area needs a significant capital 
investment into the current infrastructure before any consideration should be given to further 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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Rep3280 
Padraic 
McGuinn 

I am writing to voice about my concern about proposed plans for development in the Little Chalfont area. Most 
concerning is the plans to make changes to the Green Belt. I struggle with the proposed development planning policy - 
clearly the people involved in this process have no understanding of the current pressure on the existing infrastructure 
in the Little Chalfont area. The council have allowed the development of the Donkey Field and the site on the parade 
with out any apparent s106 contributions from the Developers with regards to traffic management, increasing school 
capacity - I could go on………. Little Chalfont has seen it fair share of development in recent years - 253 home in Bell 
Lane, 45 in the Donkey Field, Apartment planned along the parade, more along While Lion Road. Traffic through the 
village is at a stand still most mornings and is extremely busy through the day. It is impossible to turn right from Burton 
Lane towards the railway station most mornings. Turning left and using the mini roundabout is the only way to go. 
Imagine the congestion if there was any significant new buildings in the locality. Additional new houses would bring 
extra pressure on other local amenities - schools, healthcare facilities and parking. The area needs a significant capital 
investment into the current infrastructure before any consideration should be given to further 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.  

Rep3281 Mr 
Peter 
Brocklehurst 

As someone who has lived in this area for some 50 years I am extremely concerned at the potential adverse issues 
raised by the Local Plan Consultation Document and the possible impact on the Little Chalfont local community. This 
area is surrounded by Green Belt land with parts being classified as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and I firmly 
believe such an asset should not be destroyed by housebuilding or business park development. These green spaces are 
necessary for the use/enjoyment of the public at large not just the local community - we get a huge number of visitors 
from the greater Lodnon conurbation during the year enjoying the delights of beautiful countryside and spending 
money in the local community. Therefore the Green Belt and AONB should be protectd at all cost from being eaten 
away and irrevocably damaged. As I understand it Green Belt was created to prevent sprawling development not to be 
used as a lan bank for buidling development. The sites identified in the Plan developed would ultimately lead to a 
Chiltern conurbantion from Rickmansworth to Amersham running along the A404. This road already produces heavy 
non-local traffic. This would be exacerbated by any development which would flow into country lanes and then onto 
the A404. Any development would also have a very adverse impact on local services scuh a doctors, schools, parking, 
etc. which are already stretched. Furthermore, I understand that Little Chalfont has already provided more than its fair 
share of new housing (some 300 units) and it is time therefore that this area is removed from the shortlist of 'main 
settlements' for growth with others taking their share. We need to preserve as far as we can our Green Belt Areas and 
AONBs, before they are concreted over, for the enjoyment of the general community and for our future generations - 
we are not the owners, merely the custodians. 

 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.  

Rep3282 Mrs 
Susan 

I am very concerned at the details of the Consultation Document outlining the use of large areas of Green Belt land 
surrounding Little Chalfont. I have lived in this area most of my life and cannot imagine the Area of Outstanding Beauty 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
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Brocklehurst which all of us enjoy. Would disappear with buildings albeit houses or industrial. Our roads are so busy not that the 
huge increase in traffic would be dangerous and make travelling anywhere very difficult. Out local schools are over-
subscribed already. Our doctors practice is very busy and must almost be to capacity with patient numbers. Parking too 
is a big issue. I understand Little Chalfont has already had around 300 homes built in the last few years - the whole area 
would merge into one suburban "town" from chorelywood to Little Chalfont, Amersham, The Chalfonts - Little Chalfont 
would be but a name. I understood Green Belt land was created for a reason - developers always knew Green Belt land 
was not to be built on - now they will speculate and be ready to pounce if they see any opportunity. Save our Green 
Belt is so important to this and future generations - we have enjoyed it. Please let our Children and Grandchildren enjoy 
it too. 

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

Rep3283 Mrs 
Gail Coombe 

The green belt is very important way to stop urban sprawl. It is essential to keep villages and towns separate. This is an 
AONB. Little Chalfont has already taken a higher share than other towns i.e. Bell Lane 253 dwellings and Donkeyfield 
with 45. The infrastructure is inadequate now roads, parking, services, schools, recreation and doctors will all suffer. 

 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.  

Rep3284 Mr 
John Coombe 

The Gereen Belt should be preserved. Encroaching on it to build houses is unacceptable. Many new houses have been 
built already in Little Chalfont and no improvements have been made to the infrastructure to support the additional 
house dwellers. You have wasted a great deal of money painting red striped on the roads in Little Chalfont we do not 
know what these are for and they confuse drivers who do not know whether they have to give way to pedestrains or 
not. The police appear to treat the main road from Rickmansworth to Little Chalfont as a cash box. They wait in lay-bys 
and side roads with speed cameras in addition to the static camera by the railway bridge. When was the last time 
anyone was seriously injured on the stretch of road leading to the Railway Bridge from the outskirts of 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.  

Rep3285 Mrs 
Patricia 
Brazier 

Little Chalfont has already had two large developments - 298 dwellings. The village cannot support more people 
houses, cars etc. Services such as doctors, schools, recreation and parking will become untenable. Traffic will increase. 
This is an AONB and Green Belt should be preserved. 

 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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Rep3286 Mrs 
Victoria 
Coombe 

The Green Belt is very important as it stops urban sprawl, acts as the lungs of the countryside. It should not be built 
upon. We have had two large housing developments resulting in almost 300 new dwellings with nothing being done to 
add to local amenities i.e. schools, roads, parking, medical - no new infrastructure. Large parts of the proposed land are 
areas of outstanding natural beauty, which should be preserved. 

 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.  

Rep3287 Mr 
Nigal Brazier 

Little Chalfont is a village seperated in all sides by greenery. Large parts are AONB, Green Belt is essential to stop 
villages and towns merging into one giant urban sprawl. There is nowhere to park - doctors appointments are difficult 
to get, schools are oversubscribed. 

 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.  

Rep3288 Mr 
David Sharples 

I think that any attempt to build on the Green Belt should be avoided. The Chilterns is designated an area of 
outstanding natural beauty and should be protected at all costs. As an Amersham resident I look at the proposed are to 
the North of the town and see that it incloudes an area of ancient woodland that is enjoyed by many for walking and 
children for playing. It also includes what we have always seen as the only sledging field in this part of the town. 
Building there would also put pressure on schools that already cannot take all the children in their current catchment 
area. No no no! I am happy to see intensive (aesthetically appropriate) development of brownfield sites - there are 
many e.g. I approve two levels of flats above Iceland and re-development of what was the car showroom in Top 
Amersham. I would be happy to see sympathetic development of Council car parks in Amersham and Chesham - leaving 
the car park intact (even extending underground) and having flats above. But please, please protect green field sites. As 
an observation I see some potential in the proposal for development in the river valleys. Given all the flooding 
problems this country has had in recent years (including in the Old Town last year) do we still think it a good idea to 
allow housing next to a river? 

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

Rep3289 Mr 
Roy Gourlay 

I wish to object to the Chiltern Local Plan Proposals for Amersham and those which directly affect Balckwell Stubbs 
Wood (Parcel 22b). The development, which would require the creation of a road infrastructure, has no creation of a 
road infrastrcuture, has no obvious access routes. It would be necessary to build signficant roads feeding into narrow 
lanes such as Holloway Lane and Latimer Road. If development was to go ahead there is a potential for heavy traffic 
congestion along Raans Road, Chesnut Lane, New Road, Bois Lane and Holloway Lane. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

227 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep3290 Mr & 
Mrs AJ Boyle 

We are responding to Question 2 of Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Reg. 18) incorporating issues 
& options (Jan-Mar 2016). We 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 & there will be a loss of local 
jobs. Accordingly, Wicks Garage should not be included amongst the HELAA sites deemed suitable for development.  

  

Rep3292 Mr 
Ronald 
Mitchell 

The Green Belt and the AONB exist to give protection to our countryside and not to provide a land bank for 
development. Chiltern District Council should act as responsible trustees of this valuable resource on behalf of all 
residents both present and future and should not regard Little Chalfont as a main settlement of growth in 
contravention of its long established Green Belt and AONB status. I make the following comments specifically on three 
of the proposed areas for land release: (i) the land to the east of Lodge Lane and Stony Lane occupies a prominent 
position on high ground and any 'employment development' on it would dominate the approach to the village and 
bring Little Chalfont closer to Chenies and Chorleywood. The closure of the Bell Lane sawmill site for housing does not 
justify industrial development in open country as a replacement. (ii) the land to the west of Lodge Lane over to Long 
Walk and Burtons Lane, although without public access, is a valuable strip of woodland and fields penetrating to the 
heart of the village. This provides a 'rural feeling' to this approach to the village now that the 'donkey field' has been 
developed (iii) the land to the south of West Wood over to Stony Lane is prominent open countryside, higher than the 
surrounding land. Its closeness to West Wood would degrade the value of the wood as a much used and cherished local 
amenity. The infrastructure of Little Chalfont village is already struggling to cope with recent increases in housing 
development. If further large scale developments were permitted existing schools would prove to be inadequate and 
new schools, both primary and secondary, would be needed. There would be a dramatic rise in road traffic resulting in 
a call for enhanced traffic regulation such as pedestrian crossings, roundabouts or traffic lights at junctions such as 
Cokes Lane and Burtons Lane, all causing delays on what is one of the busiest A roads in the county. If the sites to the 
east and west of Lodge Lane were to be developed as proposed a major change to the junction of Lodge Lane, Stony 
Lane and the A404 would be needed. Parking is already at full capacity within the village and land would have to be 
found for more car parks. 

 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. 

Rep3293 Mr 
Christopher 
Watts 

I am most disturbed to hear that the above redevelopment is being considered. Great Missenden Garage is a small 
family business that provides an excellent service to the people of Great Missenden and beyond, together with 
providing employment to its employees. Successful small businesses such as these are the backbone of the local 
community and are sadly all too few on the ground ( and if this project is implemented, even fewer). Should projects 
such as these succeed, then Great Missenden will go the way of so many local communities, with only gift shops and 
trendy Coffee Bar chains left as small/medium sized businesses. Only the main dealerships in the larger towns will be 
able to provide a service to motorists with no local affordable alternative left. Sadly, this has happened in other 
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communities such as Great Missenden. I earnestly hope that such issues will be taken into account and that the lack of 
large company 'clout' will not mean that Great Missenden Garage and its many local customers will be treated in a 
dismissive manner. 

Rep3294 Mr 
David Cooke 

I am a resident of Little Chalfont and am writing in response to the Regulation 18 Consultation and the Joint Local Plan 
between the Chiltern District council (CDC) and the South Bucks Council. There is a large amount of detailed 
information in the Joint local Plan and also more available on-line. My comments here are of a general nature rather 
than a detailed response to the individual questions raised in the study. I am opposed to the Joint Local Plan and in 
particular to the proposals for additional housing and development in Little Chalfont for the reasons explained below. It 
does not seem valid to combine the Chiltern District and the South Bucks District into a joint plan when the rules 
applicable to the various areas in the Joint Plan differ in material respects. In particular over two-thirds of Chiltern 
District is designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) protected by the statement in the National 
Parks and Access to the Country Act 1949 that the AONB’s purpose is to conserve and enhance the natural beauty. In 
2004 the Chilterns Conservation Board was established by Parliamentary Order to conserve and enhance the natural 
beauty of the AONB. I understand that the CDC has a statutory obligation to protect and enhance the Green belt. I do 
not consider that the Joint Plan’s proposals are consistent with that obligation. It seems to me from what I have read 
about the obligations to conserve the green belt and AONB including the NPPF guidance and the web-based Planning 
Practice guidance that the Joint Plan’s proposals have not properly taken these matters into account. As a practical 
matter it must be acknowledged that the population of Little Chalfont has increased considerably in recent years and in 
many respects the transport facilities and infrastructure capacity are already fully taken up by the existing population. 
The A404 is extremely busy at peak hours and the Metropolitan Line and Chiltern Railways services are fully stretched. 
Parking availability in Little Chalfont is limited and the Station car park is often full leading to overflow parking in local 
roads. No additional pressure could be absorbed. The parking in Little Chalfont for retail outlets is also already 
stretched to the limit. Many local roads are of inadequate width to cope with additional traffic. In conclusion the 
proposals as they affect little Chalfont in particular, do not take account of the Green belt and AONB designation, 
would stretch roads, rail capacity and general infrastructure to breaking point and do not take account of the large 
increase in population which has already taken place in recent years. 

 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.  

Rep3295 Anon 

I think that the Colne Valley site would be the wrong choice for development in Chalfont St. Peter for two reasons. 
Firstly, development to the east of the A413 would erode the Green belt which is a crucial aspect in preserving the 
village's identity. The other proposed sites - at Mill Meadow and at the National Epilepsy Centre - are more central and 
would be more appropriate in my opinon. The Chalfont Park area is also an area of outstanding natural beauty and 
should be preserved for future generations. Secondly, Chalfont Park is on the flood plain for the Misbourne. It is not 
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clear what effect climate change might have in the years to come, but building on a flood plain would not seem to me a 
wise move. 

Rep3296 Mrs 
Lesley Warner 
Rep3297 Mr 
Graham 
Warner 

I strongly reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council that the village of Little Chalfont will be classified as a 
main settlement of growth and that the adjoining areas of green belt land should therefore be considered areas for 
release for housing and employment development. The reasons for my objection are as follows: This area is designated 
as green belt land and therefore would be a contravention of local and national planning policy. Green belt land was 
created for a reason; to preserve the beauty of the countryside and prevent urban growth. We need to protect the 
English countryside for our children and our children’s children. · There will be an increase of traffic and it would 
severely overload the local infrastructure, to include the following: roads, road junctions, parking, train services 
schools, healthcare, water and water and waste management. · The area between Stony Lane and Westwood park has 
been selected as a test area for residential development which currently has a footpath that is used by many that walk 
to Westwood park. This again will spoil this area and have an impact on the adjoining ancient woodland. It should be 
noted that this land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic land Availability Assessment(HELAA) at 
stage one. · Also I would like to raise concerns with the fields between Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane which 
have been selected as planned test areas for employment development. This again will ruin urban life, destroy another 
area of beauty and turn this area into and urban sprawl. · Also it should be noted that arecent amendment to the 
planned development of Little Chalfont includes building houses on the whole of Westwood Park. This park is used as a 
recreational facility and Westwood park football club play football every Saturday morning in the winter and cricket in 
the Summer. This facility would cease and make way for an extension to the planned housing devolvement which 
would completely ruin this park. We live in an area of outstanding natural Beauty that 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.  

Rep3298 
Sarah Restall 

In relation to the above plan please see below my concerns. 1. Erosion of the Green Belt. 2. Increase of traffic 2.1. 
Pollution 2.2. Noise 2.3. Road surface damage 2.4. Increase in accident risk 3. Erosion of the AONB status 3.1. Reduction 
of tourist revenue 4. Disturbance to local wildlife 4.1. Requirement for significant consultation with wildlife experts to 
risk assess impact. 5. Impact on infrastructure 5.1. Lack of evidence of future planning and risk and consultation with 
relevant agencies, eg, CCG’s. 5.1.1. Schools capacity – primary and secondary, including staffing. 5.1.2. Emergency 
services capacity 5.1.3. Health and Social Care capacity 6. Erosion of social and cultural fabric of local communities. 7. 
Increase risk of crime and impact on prevention and management strategies. 8. Merging of villages – lack of distinction 
and identity. It would seem that there are innumerate considerations regarding the safety, wellbeing and heart of our 
local environments that this current plan has not addressed. This is of grave concern to me as I live today and for the 
future generations of this local area. 
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Rep3299 Mrs 
Julie Boland 

No where in the Local Plan does it mention Nature Reserve in Iver Heath (accessed from Harding Row). Surely this is 
portected land - it is widely visited by local schoolchildren and residents and is managed by a group of local volunteers. 
Also the land between Swallow Street/(coopers Row) and Wood Lane is landfill and surely not a viable financial option 
for development? Infrastructure in the local area seriosuly needs consdering before any development takes place. Road 
frequently gridlocked during rush hour period. Doctors surgeries and local hospital at breaking point. Schools - a 
secondary school would be welcome to save on travel costs. Care homes for elderley people - already closing 2 in the 
are but these are needed as is a dementia care home. 

  

Rep3300 
Claire Wyatt 

As Chesham residents my wife and I would like to voice our concerns over the current plans for the future of Nashleigh 
Hill and other proposed development sites in Chesham. Most of our concerns are around the impact on local 
infrastructure. If there are to be 15000 new dwellings, as well as new business plots, there will be considerable extra 
traffic on the roads. How will this be managed? As you are doubtless aware the vast majority of local roads are single 
lane(often with parked cars making them more narrow) – and most are in dire need of repair. The road between 
Chesham and Amersham is already congested regularly. What are the plans for the extra through traffic? Connected to 
this is the issue of parking. Has adequate consideration been given to where these new residents will park when at 
home and when using the town’s facilities (such as Sainsbury’s car park, which is already almost impossible to park in 
on a Saturday)? Another concern is leisure facilities. We currently have a relatively small leisure centre – which is barely 
big enough for the current residents (for example the pool is shared with the school to which it is attached). As well as 
this, it’s out of town so requires a car to use it. And of course parking at the leisure centre is also an issue already, so 
how will it cope with the extra demand. We are also concerned about what, if any, environmental investigation has 
been carried out in advance of suggesting these sites. The loss of green space and habitat loss is very concerning, but so 
is the increased risk of flooding the valley when building on a hill. We would like to be re-assured that exhaustive 
preliminary investigations are taken and the results published. And if they are satisfactory and the build is to go ahead, 
that the tender process requires potential contractors to meet specific, high environmental and standards which 
include, but are not limited to: sustainable sourcing of products and sustainable building techniques, replacement of 
lost habitats, continued engagement with the community. A further consideration is the already over-subscribed 
schools and nursery’s in Chesham. With 15,000 new dwellings, where will the children go to school? Where will the 
parents park? And what new leisure facilities, (in a town already almost bereft of facilities for young people if you 
exclude the skate park and rather tired youth centre) will be developed to cope with the requirement of 15,000 new 
families? Which leads us to affordable housing. Chesham is in desperate need of appropriate 2 or 3 bed housing for 
essential low and middle income workers. Nurses, teachers, social workers and many other key professionals that 
sustain our communities cannot afford to live here. We need houses under £250,000. We do not expect our town not 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

231 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

to grow – what we do hope is that it will grow its infrastructure as well as it’s housing provision. This will ensure 
Chesham continues to flourish as a town in its own right, rather than simply as a satellite housing estate of London. 

Rep3301 Mr 
Andrew 
Gilchrist 

I am writing with regard to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation. On behalf of my family and I we 
are appalled at the current suggestions contained within the plan which could result in a loss of amenities for residents, 
in perticular children; increases in residents and businessnes which would lead to an increase in vehicle traffic; pressure 
on existing infrastructure such as schools and shopping facilities; and potential destruction of rare habitats and 
valuable woodland and green space that incldes the Chess Valley and Westwood which form part of the Chilterns Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty. I deal with each in turn as follows: 1. Loss of amenities: current proposals may impact 
the current facilities at Westwood Park. This incdlues a thriving football club, with over 320 registered players aged 
between 5 and 18, where a real family atmosphere exists and teams regularly perform to a high level (including 
winning league/cup titles). Other recently improved facilities are the playground and hard pitches at a substantial cost. 
Any reduction/impact to this would be seriously negative to the local community, damaging the very essence of 
community the local villages have been trying to create. Overdevelopment will also over stretch existing facilities. 2. 
Higher number of people: Increases in residential and commercial development willl add people, vehicles and traffic. 
The roads are always regularly congested (eg Stony Lane, Little Chalfont Shopping parade) and additional development 
will increase traffic and congestion, increase accident risk. The current infrastructure cannot support substantially more 
without significant further investment. Similarly, shopping and leisure facilities and schools and childcare facilities 
would need to be substantially improved. 3. Infrastructure: is currently already stressed eg school places at many local 
schools; no leisure/gym facilities; limited childcare places. Further development will place even greater pressure on 
these already stretched facilities. 4. Destruction of AONB- status green spaces: The area between Chenies and Chalfont 
(fields/woods either side of Stony Lane) are a necessary air break between the developments of Chorleywood and Little 
Chalfont. Any development that destroys these will destroy the nature of the Chilterns AONB, negatively impact rare 
habitats of both animals wildlife and flowers, and reduce very beautiful areas that are regually used by dog walkers, 
horse and cycle riders and leisure users. 

  

Rep3302 Mrs 
Naomi 
Wordsworth 

Area bounded by Park Road, Grays Park Road and West End Lane, including area bounded by Church Lane, Park Road, 
Grays Park Road and Duffield Park. I believe this area performs a strong Green Belt function when measured against 
the NPPF criteria, and therefore should retain its Green Belt designation and should not be released for future 
development. The biggest danger to unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas comes from the south, and it is most 
important therefore to retain the buffer we have and to ensure there is no excuse for development between Slough 
and the villages to the north, Farnham Royal and Stoke Poges. These fields link the historic Thomas Gray monument 
and St Giles church to the rest of the village. We often walk across the various public footpaths from the north east of 
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Stoke Poges all the way to the church, the Memorial gardens and back. This link would be broken if the land was 
developed. The views across this historic landscape inspired Gray's Elegy in a Country Church Yard, a very important 
record of pastoral England before the Industrial Revolution. We have a duty to preserve this, as stated in NPPF 12 Par 
126 and Par 129. The land must be retained as Green Belt :- To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas (ie 
Slough) 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 Stoke Poges. To assist in urban regeneration by 
encouraging Slough to recycle derelict and other urban land. In addition, NPPF9 Par 83 states that Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, and Par 87 states inappropriate development is, by 
definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances. Par 88 states 
"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. This is patently not the case. This land should retain 
its Green Belt status. Plough Lane Recreation Ground.---------This area performs a valuable function for the village. I 
believe it should be considered for "Local Green Space" status, as allowed in section 7.5 of the Local Plan Consultation 
Document. This would give it special protection against development. I have spoken to several older members of our 
community, and they remember the history of this site in detail. As far as they are concerned, the villagers themselves 
own the site, they recall collecting pennies and pounds to buy it many years ago. Their trust has apparently been placed 
with the Stoke Poges Parish Council, and I hope that trust is not misplaced! We visit Plough Lane Recreation Grounds 
on most days, either as part of our dog walk or with our nephews and friends children to play on the equipment. It is 
the only place at this end of Stoke Poges where owners can throw a ball for their dogs to chase safely and legally. It is 
used for football (formally and informally), meeting up, sitting in the sun, dog walking, as well as playing on the 
childrens' and adults' equipment. The equipment is in good condition, maintained and not vandalised, and although 
there can sometimes be a problem with dog mess this should be dealt with directly and not used as an excuse to take 
the site away from the villagers who use it. The Plough Lane Recreation Ground should be classified as Local Green 
Space and protected from future development, this is undoubtedly what those who donated to help buy the land many 
years ago thought they were doing at the time. 

Rep3303 Mr 
Gary 
Wordsworth 

Area bounded by Park Road, Grays Park Road and West End Lane, including area bounded by Church Lane, Park Road, 
Grays Park Road and Duffield Park. I believe this area performs a strong Green Belt function when measured against 
the NPPF criteria, and therefore should retain its Green Belt designation and should not be released for future 
development. The biggest danger to unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas comes from the south, and it is most 
important therefore to retain the buffer we have and to ensure there is no development in the Green Belt between 
Slough and the villages to the north, Farnham Royal and Stoke Poges. The fields in question link the historic Thomas 
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Gray monument and St Giles church to the rest of the village. We often walk across the various public footpaths from 
the north east of Stoke Poges all the way to the church, the Memorial gardens and back. This link would be broken if 
the land was developed. The views across this historic landscape inspired Gray's Elegy in a Country Church Yard, a very 
important record of pastoral England before the Industrial Revolution. We have a duty to preserve this, as stated in 
NPPF 12 Par 126 and Par 129. The land must be retained as Green Belt :- To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-
up areas (ie Slough). 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 Stoke Poges To assist in urban 
regeneration by encouraging Slough to recycle derelict and other urban land. To preserve the routes to the Green belt 
from the already dense development in Slough. In addition, NPPF9 Par 83 states that Green Belt boundaries should 
only be altered in exceptional circumstances, and Par 87 states inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to 
the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances. Par 88 states "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. This is patently not the case. This land should retain its Green Belt 
status. Plough Lane Recreation Ground. This area performs a valuable function for the village. I believe it should be 
considered for "Local Green Space" status, as allowed in section 7.5 of the Local Plan Consultation Document. This 
would give it special protection against development. Older members of our communityhave told us that the villagers 
themselves own the site; they recall collecting pennies and pounds to buy it many years ago. Their trust has apparently 
been placed with the Stoke Poges Parish Council, and I hope that trust is not misplaced! We visit Plough Lane 
Recreation Grounds on most days, either as part of our walk or with our nephews and friends children to play on the 
equipment. It is the only place at this end of Stoke Poges where owners can throw a ball for their dogs to chase safely 
and legally. It is used for football (formally and informally), meeting up, sitting in the sun, dog walking, playing with 
childrens outdoor toys as well as playing on the childrens' and adults' equipment. The equipment is in good condition, 
maintained and not vandalised.The adult equipment is often used by young teenagers who meet there and are always 
well behaved. The Plough Lane Recreation Ground should be classified as Local Green Space and protected from future 
development, this is undoubtedly what those who donated to help buy the land many years ago thought they were 
doing at the time. 

Rep3304 Mr 
Andrew Mold 

My comments relate specifically to the land North of the High Street, behind Mill Lane and adjacent to Amersham 
Town Football Club that has the River Misbourne running through it. This land I know well as it is behind my house in 
Mill Lane. It is part of the rural vista that surrounds the historic Old Town and greets me each day. I am strongly 
opposed to the proposal to remove the Green Belt status of this land and to let our “vital green lungs” join the “urban 
sprawl” of development such as the type of new housing estates in Bell Lane, Little Chalfont. This land in the Old Town 
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is in an area designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty which on Chiltern District Council’s website states – 
“The Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. This is an area of distinctive landscape with special qualities which 
is of national importance. 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. 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.” This land has the River Misbourne running through it. In a letter dated 3 August 2015 from the Environment 
Agency to Chiltern District Council, with specific reference to the Green Belt Land North of the High Street, it states 
that: - “Development that encroaches on watercourses has a potentially severe impact on their ecological value. The 
River Misbourne and land alongside it is particularly valuable to wildlife and it is essential this is protected” “This 
condition is supported by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 109 which recognizes that the 
planning system should aim to conserve and enhance the natural and local environment by minimizing 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”. The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act which requires Local Authorities to 
have regard to nature conservation and article 10 of the Habitats Directive which stresses the importance of natural 
networks of linked corridors to allow movement of species between suitable habitats, and promote the expansion of 
biodiversity. Such networks may also help wildlife adapt to climate change and will help restore watercourses to a 
more natural state as required by the Thames River Basin Management Plan.”. This land was investigated as part of the 
Chiltern District Council’s Delivery Development Plan Document Study of Potential Minor Green Belt Alterations 
February 2014 Site 41 Land North of High Street Amersham Old Town Proposals Map 16. “Consideration During the 
consultation process this site was suggested to the Council as a site where exceptional circumstances would justify a 
review of the Green Belt Boundary. The proposed Green Belt amendment would involve removing a large are of land 
from the Green Belt. The size and scale of this proposal is such that the amount of development potential would make 
this land, if released a strategic site and not a minor Green Belt anomaly. As such the need for strategic release should 
have been identified in the Core Strategy”. “The Core Strategy clearly indicated there is no need for Green Belt release 
to meet the Council’s current or future housing requirements. The site is within the AONB and in adjacent to the 
Conservation Area. It is considered that in terms of the purposes of the Green Belt both sites would involve 
encroachment into the Green Belt and affect the setting of an Historic town. Therefore no exceptional circumstances 
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exist to merit this sites removal from the Green Belt”. “Therefore no change to the Green Belt Boundary is 
recommended”. This land has recently had a planning application (CH/2015/1063/FA) refused and in the letter dated 
10 November 2015 please see below for Schedule for Reasons for Refusal:- The above planning refusal reiterates how 
inappropriate this land would be for any development on this land which also lies within Flood Zone 3 (high risk). Any 
development on this site would be unsustainable as the location is not easily accessible to local transport. I believe that 
no type of development on such a rural landscape could conserve or enhance the natural beauty of the landscape. Any 
development on this site could only be detrimental to the preservation of the special character of the Amersham Old 
Town Conservation Area. For all the above points, reasons and professional opinions I strongly oppose the removal of 
Green Belt Status to the land North of the High Street, Old Amersham. I urge you to protect our future generations 
heritage of Old Amersham and trust that you will continue to safeguard this legacy. 

Rep3305 
Julian Shersby 

My Strongest Possible Objection To Proposals by South Bucks District Council To Remove From Green Belt Protection A 
Large Area of Previously Totally Undeveloped Rural Farming Land of Many Tens or Possibly Hundreds of Hectares in An 
Area In Central Stoke Poges, Buckinghamshire Bounded by Park Road, West End Lane, Elizabeth Way, Rogers Lane, 
Grays Park Road and Duffield Park. Also My Objection To SBDC's Decision To Ignore The Original Far More Reasonable 
And Proportionate Advice of Its Consultants (Ove Arup & Partners) That Green Belt Protection Should Only Be Removed 
In A Far Smaller, and Already Developed For Housing, Area of Land Bounded By Church Lane, Duffield Park and Grays 
Park Road. That Is An Area of Green Belt Only One Fifth or One Sixth of the Area Now Proposed For De-Designation By 
SBDC. As one who is now aged 53 and who has intimately known the proposed area of Green Belt declassification since 
the age of five (when my parents first came to live in Stoke Poges in 1968, where my mother still lives today) I feel 
compelled to set out my strongest possible level of objection to what can only be called these crass, unsubtle and 
virtually unthinkable proposals by some of the District Council's presumably least skilled or least sensitive planning 
officers. That is to open up for likely development for several large housing estates a large part of the historic rural core 
of central Stoke Poges, much of which immediately borders and directly faces the Stoke Park Conservation Area and 
the development of which would be hugely detrimental to the Conservation Area and the setting of one of its listed 
scheduled monument in particular. Given that my late father, Sir Michael Shersby MP, was a former President of the 
London Green Belt Council (who also took one of the Town and Country Planning Acts through Parliament as a Private 
Members Bill in the late 1970s) and that I am also a former district councillor on Mole Valley District Council, who also 
served on its Planning or Development Control Committee throughout my 7 years as a Councillor it should hardly be 
surprising that I fear my late father may well now be spinning in his grave at the quite outrageous nature of these 
current proposals. A more subtle proposal by the District Council, such as removing Green Belt protection in the area 
bounded by Duffield Park, Church Lane and Grays Park Road (as proposed by Arup) would not have been entirely 
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welcome but it would have been understandable given modern levels of housing need whilst also allowing for some 
small scale modest infilling and replacement of some properties with blocks of flats over a long and gradual period of 
time. Instead the actual proposal put forward by SBDC is almost completely unthinkable and can only be compared to 
the actions of a bull in china shop. It would also appear as though some of the council's planning officers (perhaps 
under pressure from the SBDC Cabinet members) are apparently working from the premise that in an area 
geographically close to Slough it is also acceptable to suddenly ignore nearly all of the core principles of Green Policy 
that caused this area of Stoke Poges to receive Green Belt protection in the first place (some time shortly after the 
Second World War). On a macro level the proposal to declassify any of this area of ancient farmland in Stoke Poges 
bounded by Park Road, Church Lane, Grays Park Road, Rogers Lane and West End Road most definitely offends two of 
the main core principles of Green Belt Strategy of checking the unrestricted sprawl of large urban areas (i.e. Slough 
who's northern developed boundary is only just over a mile away from the southern edge of the proposed area of 
green belt declassification) and assisting in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment (by Stoke Poges Village 
centre). To propose declassification of tranquil pasture and farming land on this scale speaks to me of planning officers 
who have almost totally lost the plot. lost the plot regarding the core function of the Green Belt and have also shown 
almost no sensitivity or good judgment in coming forward with such a proposal. To me the proposal made virtually 
suggests that the officers who drew it up had never actually visited or walked across any of the fields in question they 
were proposing to declassify from Green Belt protection and instead must have remained stuck in their offices at 
Capswood wondering which parcels of land on the map in front of them would give them the largest kill in terms of the 
required number of housing units to meet central government targets. Coming back to the proposal at a micro level it 
is perhaps most incredible and clearly also totally unthinkable aspect is its attempt to declassify the field on the North 
side of Park Road immediately opposite Grays Field on the other side of the road that also contains the Grade II* 
Protected Grays Monument. It is equally unthinkable that the District Council should also be contemplating lifting 
Green Belt Protection from the grounds of the Clock House that immediately abuts the field on the North Side of Park 
Road and immediately adjacent to the field opposite Grays Field and the Stoke Park Conservation Area. The Clock 
House is an important and attractive Grade II listed building designed by James Wyatt, precisely the same architect who 
also designed Grade II* classified Grays Monument and a number of other buildings in the Stoke Park Conservation 
Area. It is therefore simply unbelievable that the District Council would propose allow important central tenets of 
national planning policy to be so violently ignored by allowing the setting of part of the Stoke Park Conservation Area 
(Grays Field) and in particular the setting of Gray's Monument to be so badly damaged by urban housing development 
immediately across the road and in direct line of sight of that Conservation Area. Surely it does not take a rocket 
scientist to work out that in a location like this so close to Greater London the declassification of the field opposite 
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Grays Field and Grays Monument would lead to almost immediate applications for planning permission for large and 
unsightly modern housing estates that would totally destroy the character of the whole area virtually over night. This is 
a very different sort of change from the subtle and vaguely reasonable proposal made by Arup and Partners to 
removed the green belt protection from an area of already built up 5 bed family homes on the far eastern corner of the 
proposed area of declassification. This is all the more surprising given that the writer is aware that until not long ago 
the field opposite Gray's Field in Park Road and other areas adjacent to the Conservation Area to the north of Park 
Road were actually being considered by the Council's Conservation Officers as a possible suitable area for the further 
extension of the Stoke Park Conservation Area. Also moving a little further East along Park Road to Anvil House fronting 
Park Road between Martins Plain and North Drive the proposal to remove Green Belt protection from the field on the 
north side of the road immediately to the West of the grounds of the Clock House is again totally unreasonable and ill 
conceived because this field is a natural water meadow that in times of heavy rain completely floods from its west to 
east sides and for a distance of about nearly 100m back from Park Road. This is because the field slopes sharply down 
hill before ending at a small culvert under Park Road with the result that it is the natural flood plain of this stream in 
carrying water off the Chiltern Hills. Thus leaving aside that this field is also a current natural haven for various species 
of wildlife, due to its water meadow characteristics, it would also be the height of irresponsibility to remove its Green 
Belt classification as this would then lead to potential attempts to build on land frequently prone to severe flooding. 
The fact that the district council's planning policy officers seem to lack such important local knowledge again suggests 
they have not properly researched their proposals and/or probably not even physically visited the area of the Green 
Belt declassification proposal. Considering the declassification proposal overall undoubtedly the proposal to remove 
protection from the fields fronting the Stoke Park Conservation in Park Road are its most objectionable aspect because 
they damage the setting of the Conservation Area and also because this land is so remote from the centre of Stoke 
Poges that to allow its high density development with housing estates would allow a massive sprawl of development 
across a true countryside area. However whilst I oppose the proposal for Green Belt declassification in the area 
proposed as a whole if there really is a significant shortage of housing for the population of Stoke Poges then the only 
place it could possibly be provided without a vast and disproportionate increase in the current Stoke Poges Village 
envelope might be to declassify a very small part of the Northern end of the area of very large agricultural field to the 
South West of Elizabeth Way and East of West End Lane. I would still object to such a proposal as the footpath across 
this field is a major important local leisure area for people in the village who frequently take a walking circuit that 
crosses this area via Rogers Lane and the far southern end of West End Lane where it joins Park Road. Overall this 
proposal is one of the most objectionable attempts to cynically declassify for a dense and disproportionate quantity of 
housing development a vast swathe of rural central Stoke Poges that has gone untouched from the time that the 
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settlement was first documented in the Domesday Day Book in 1086 and in which the subsequent development for 
housing of the southern end of the proposed area of declassification along the boundary with Park Road would be 
especially damaging to the setting of the Stoke Park Conservation Area in general and in particular to that of the 
important and significant Grays Monument. It is surely well know that Thomas Gray is an extremely important British 
poet and that his Elegy Written In A Country Churchyard is a work that brings fans of his poetry to view the monument 
at the Southern end of Grays Field from all over the globe. To therefore damage the historic rural setting of this 
important Grade II* Listed Monument and neighbouring churchyard in which Thomas Grey is now buried would simply 
amount to the most appalling possible act of planning vandalism in the name only of short term expediency to try and 
meet some rather unreasonable set national government housing targets. I therefore object to this proposal in the very 
strongest possible of terms and hope that my own views and also those of the many other current local residents who 
feel the same way as I do about this matter will be fully taken in to account. 

Rep3306 Mrs 
Clare Jewson 

As a local resident in Farnham Common I would like to respond to the initial consultation to the Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Plan. My responses to the questions raised and additional opinions are outlined below. Q1 I have not had 
the opportunity to review the analysis in depth but acknowledge the general trend requiring significant housing and 
economic development required within the Chilterns and South Bucks District. Q2 I acknowledge the REJECTION at 
Stage 1 of proposed sites and also the ACCEPTED sites. However, I note that the Option presented that impacts the 
Farnhams/Stoke Poges now encompasses sites that were previously rejected. Specifically I refer to SB0037, SB0048, 
SB0074, which are now encompassed by the proposed Option. I also refer to the statement made in the Joint Local Plan 
1.5 which refers to sites that were previously nominated being taken forward. Should it not follow that sites that were 
previously rejected should NOT be taken forward. I have included elsewhere opposition to the remaining area within 
this Option, currently Farnham Park to be considered. As a key recreational area for the locals and for visitors, it should 
be ruled out for further consideration. Q3 Yes. I have detailed these in the following responses, but to outline my initial 
suggestions for additional sites/areas that could be considered within the Farnhams/Stoke Poges area, I propose:- i) 
The area to the South of the M40 to the East of Beaconsfield Services. This long stretch of land has a good main road 
linking to the A355 and the Motorway Junction. I would suggest that this may allow a significant development of 
housing and employment development, including facilities to support the Infrastructure and should be investigated 
further. ii) Part development of the Farnham Common Car Park, important to main sufficient car parking for local 
shoppers and visitors, but see the potential to develop an area for flats or similar. iii) The Car Wash, located at the edge 
of the Farnham Common shops, could be an ideal location for an Older Person’s residence development. With close 
proximity to the local amenities and a bus stop directly outside, I believe there could be scope to relocate the current 
business and use this site to help provide suitable accommodation for our older residents. iv) I would also suggest that 
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relocating the Village Hall to, say, Farnham Park could also be of benefit in providing another option for 
accommodation for Older People close to the village centre while at the same time, provide the Village with a better 
social facility, with better parking and access. Q4 I agree with the principles of the Chilterns and South Bucks joining 
forces to speed up this initial process to satisfy the Government’s requirement. I would also support our Local Parish 
Council in their request to ensure that the joint vision gives opportunity for the local characteristics and opportunities 
are not lost. We do need to review each parish within the overall joint area on its own merits. As an example I refer to 
South Bucks Core Strategy Development Plan Document (DPD) Page 27 - Core Policy 1, Housing Provision and Delivery, 
which states "Further development at Farnham Common will be managed to avoid a cumulative adverse impact on 
Burnham Beeches.“ Q5 I support the consideration of a mixed strategy to review development opportunities. However, 
I am against the relocation of our local recreational areas so that they are in a less sustainable location. Similarly there I 
do not see the point in converting small locally accessible sustainably accessible offices to housing and then asking 
people to drive miles to a business park. I support our Parish Council with the need to ensure Special Areas of Character 
should become more important as changes happen elsewhere. We should be looking to designate MORE areas of 
special character to preserve and enhance the environment whilst looking for development opportunities within that 
framework of character. I have serious concerns about accepting additional requirements from outside areas. It cannot 
be that an area can expand beyond its ability and/or capacity. Specifically, I believe there are areas within the Slough 
Council that are being prioritized for Commercial Use, where there is already spare capacity within the council’s area, 
easily seen by driving round the area. Should Slough not look at both their Housing and Commercial needs and start 
looking within before raising objections to outside? The policy of maintaining a defensible boundary needs to be 
applied to all settlements. I believe the Green Belt should be strengthened by this process, not reduced and weakened. 
I would also raise regarding employment opportunities that the analysis does not take full account of the change that is 
happening in the work place with more and more people working from home. I appreciate that this is for only certain 
sectors of the employment market, but the trend is there and would impact the plans and targets that are being 
considered. I would also suggest that this is potentially higher than national trends due to the nature of the workforce 
that reside within the Farnhams region. Q6 The Green Belt buffer to the south of Farnham Common and north of 
Farnham Royal must be preserved in its effect. This area includes Farnham Park and the area above, encompassed by 
Parsonage Lane. I would also register my objection to development in this upper area. Previous considerations of 
development have been strongly refused by the Highways Agency due to the lack of safe and reasonable access to the 
A355 and within. Q7 I support the work the Chilterns and South Bucks have done to consider how to plan for managing 
the unmet needs with the reference to Aylesbury Vale. Here the Duty to Cooperate is working, in keeping with the 
nature and character of the respective regions. I do NOT support the expansion of Slough to the North. As previously 
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outlined, the separation of towns and developed areas must be maintained and the character of the Farnhams, 
including Burnham Beaches, must be retained and would be under significant threat if such a consideration was taken 
further. Our first priority must be given to maintaining the outdoor open recreation space. Q8 I question whether any 
development within the area of Farnham Common and Farnham Park would realistically produce affordable housing, as 
outlined in the documents. The nature of the surrounding area and current housing market, would have “house” prices 
beyond the reach of such a target. As outlined in the document, any development should take in to account its 
requirement to include a level of affordable housing. Hence my previous suggestion for development sites located on 
the M40 corridor as a more realistic opportunity to provide for a mix of housing and employment opportunities. Q9 I 
am not clear as to the level of expansion being considered for the Orchards, Chalfont St Peter and what balance would 
therefore need to be fulfilled. I would object to any further development or additions in or around Burnham Beeches. 
This goes against the statements made throughout the Local Plan and associated documents, where the principle to 
retain the character of Burnham Beeches is a priority. Clearly this is important to ensure the area for locals and the 
600K+ annual visitors. Q10 As raised before, I believe there is an opportunity to consider a housing development near 
the local shops in Farnham Common on the current site occupied by the Car Wash. I do not believe the suggestion 
options encompassing Farnham Park would not provide any benefit to older residents as the location of the shops, 
public transport are not within a short walk. Q11 The amount of open space needs to be protected and balanced within 
the Farnhams. We are provided for to the north west by Burnham Beeches and the south by Farnham Park and these 
and the surrounding borders are key to the character and feel of the Farnhams. Q12 I am not aware of any sites to add 
here at this time. Q13 The Farnhams is under provided with public open green space. Temple Dell and Kingsway Green, 
The Pump, the FCSC sports fields and Farnham Park are all required to sustain the growing community that we have. All 
these locations provide multi-purpose opportunities for residents and visitors to take part in exercise, social activities 
and are all highly valued in the community. There use as recreational and green space should be protected and 
maintained, especially as the community grows. Q14 I would like to see the following included or emphasized more in 
the Joint Local Plan. i) Traffic Calming and Management. The A355 is overloaded already, in particular during rush hours 
and also, late at night, when the road is used as a cut through and drivers tend to exceed the speed limits. ii) As 
mentioned previously, I believe the Farnhams need to be supported by a better “Village Hall” facility, ideally located 
within Farnham Park, where there is already parking and close to recreational areas. The “new” hall could be 
developed to consider a wide range of additional uses including local theatre, indoor sports such as indoor bowls, 
badminton (suitable for older and younger residents) as well as the societies, groups, activity and fitness coaches. iii) 
The impact on the local wildlife in and around the Farnhams and in to Burnham Beeches needs to be considered in 
more depth. The Joint Local Plan has little detail on this and I believe it is critical to ensure that any impact is minimal 
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and preserving the local and visiting wildlife is treated as a priority within and surrounding our green areas! Q15 Unless 
I have missed something or misunderstood, I do not see a policy for Educational Needs and Emergency Services. I 
believe these need to be policies in their own right as a population increase of the order of over 25% will have a 
significant impact on the demands in these two key areas (already stretched today!). Q16 I support the consideration 
detailed in the footnote on Page 7 of the 'Chiltern and South bucks Setlement Infrastructure Capacity Study”, where 
the reference to Farnhams/Stoke Poges emphasizes that almost all of the neighbouring settlement, Farnham Common, 
falls within the 500m safeguarding zone of the Burnham Beeches Special Area of Conservation, any consequential 
findings of the Infrastructure Capacity Study which relate to this settlement will need to consider alongside other 
evidence, in particular the Sustainability Appraisal. Q17 I believe that the communication in delivering this Joint Local 
Plan in order for local residents to have sufficient time to review and research the associated material MUST be 
improved. As pointed out in the evidence within the documents, the county has a growing mix of residents, workers 
and visitors. The council needs to consider how it can make sure that notices are made, residents are kept informed 
and time is allowed for locals to have an opportunity to respond. In particular, a significant section of the local 
population are not necessary computer literate or at least every day users, so communities need to have time to meet 
neighbors face to face to help spread the word so that the council can receive the best possible support and feedback 
to future stages in this plan and other projects. I do NOT believe it is acceptable or considerate to the communities 
affected by this Joint Local Plan, for the council to present to the Parish such an important document weeks before the 
deadline for response, when it is looking for residents and locals impacted to have the opportunity to respond.  

Rep3307 Mr 
Lee Duncombe 
Chartered 
Surveyor 

I am firmly of the view that the site identified by SBDC to the south of Stoke Poges performs a strong green belt 
function and am amazed that this area has been identified in the first place given that it fulfils at least 4 of the 5 criteria 
identified in the NPPF. Given the proximity of other built up areas, most notably Slough and the Farnhams and the 
adjacent Thomas Grey Memorial Site I believe it would be contrary to the priniples enshrined within the NPPF to allow 
the green belt designation to be removed. This site serves a vital function to the South of Stoke Poges in maintaining 
the space between our towns and villages, preventing the northward encroachment of Slough and in safeguarding our 
countryside. Given that we must be pragmatic in identifying land for development I support the proposal of Stoke 
Poges Parish Council and do not support that put forward by SBDC. 

  

Rep3308 Mr 
Francis 
Graham Hayes 

We only heard about the potential plans through a by chance social meeting. I think it is important that SBDC 
communicates better in the future with its residence in the area on such important plans that effect all of us. Due to 
the limited time, most of my answers are the same or similar to those put forward by Stoke Park Avenue Residence 
Association. In response to the questions posed we comment as follows:-Q1 We take these analyses at face value as 
presented to be correct. Q2 We have commented on the deliverability in our following responses. The overall planning 
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of the Green Belt must look to a longer term than the relatively short term needs of the 2036 targets. Q3 Yes. I have 
identified these as follows: i) The area to the South of the M40 to the East of Beaconsfield Services. This long stretch of 
land has a good main road linking to the A355 and the Motorway Junction. I would suggest that this may allow a 
significant development of housing and employment development, including facilities to support the Infrastructure and 
should be investigated further. ii) Part development of the Farnham Common Car Park, important to main sufficient car 
parking for local shoppers and visitors, but see the potential to develop an area for flats or similar. iii) The Car Wash, 
located at the edge of the Farnham Common shops, could be an ideal location for an Older Person’s residence 
development. With close proximity to the local amenities and a bus stop directly outside, I believe there could be scope 
to relocate the current business and use this site to help provide suitable accommodation for our older residents. iv) I 
would also suggest that relocating the Village Halls in both Farnham Royal and Farnham Common to, say, Farnham Park 
could also be of benefit in providing another option for accommodation for Older People close to the Farnham 
Common village centre while at the same time, provide the Village with a better social facility, with better parking and 
access. The Farnham Royal village hall could also be developed into apartments of maximum two bedrooms with some 
one bedroom accommodation. v) There are many fields currently unused behind Swallow Road in Iver Heath which 
could be fully developed into a mix of affordable houses and also 1, 2 and 3 Bedroom link detached and semi-detached 
houses. This site could provide 1500+ living dwellings without removing sports and other amenities and much of this 
land is sitting idle being wasted and in some cases the owners are having to pay to keep the weeds and bushes from 
becoming overgrown. vi) Wood Lane Iver is another area that lends itself to provide housing and this will have little 
impact on the enjoyment of the houses opposite which are set well back from the main road. vii) Whilst golf is a sport 
from which many people derive lots of pleasure and important exercise, I do feel that there are not only several private 
golf clubs in the area over which SBDC has little or zero control, there seem to be more public courses in the region. I 
know that this is likely to be controversial but we do need these extra dwellings and to drive a few miles to another 
public golf course in the area seems a much fairer price to pay than using Farnham Park and similar multi-sports used 
sites and the golfing facilities will still be available in plentiful way in the SBDC area. Q4 The Joint Local Plan approach 
should not override the particular characteristics and opportunities presented locally. In other words let us not forget 
that each area needs to be judged on its own merits. Q5 There is merit in appraising all opportunities and moving 
forward with a mix of these. A Increased density and existing development opportunities must be explored and a 
sustainable, mixed development strategy adopted that is opposed to a zoned approach. It is not acceptable to relocate 
open recreation areas so that they are in a less sustainable location. Similarly there is no point converting small locally 
accessible and sustainably accessible office to housing and then asking people to drive miles to a business park. We 
must have integrated uses. We are concerned that the current vision by the District Council separates housing 
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development away from job creation development. B Special Areas of Character will become more important as 
changes happen elsewhere. We should be looking to designate more areas of special character to preserve and 
enhance the environment whilst looking for development opportunities within that framework of character. C We have 
serious concerns about accepting additional requirements from outside areas. It cannot be that an area can expand 
beyond its ability to provide for. Or in other words how can Slough have a requirement for housing that it cannot 
accommodate? Slough can trade its needs with other District Councils such as Aylesbury Vale where capacity exceeds 
demands even after the 2036 developments have taken place. The concept of moving your housing needs to your next 
door neighbours is very likely to destroy the Green Belt, encourage encroachment and in our case undermine the 
natural environment of Burnham Beeches. D The key concern of the Parish is the prevention of the encroachment of 
Slough northwards and serious and substantial buffers need to be maintained in perpetuity to prevent the subjugation 
of Farnham Royal and Farnham Common into the encroachment of Slough. E On questions CD&E we ask the Council to 
consider the environmental points made by Burnham Beeches and the Corporation of London all of which are 
supported by the Parish Council. F N/A. G The policy of maintaining a defensible boundary needs to be applied to all 
settlements. H Infilling and intensification of existing developed Green Belt sites should ONLY be considered where 
they do not fulfill the primary function of the Green Belt, i.e. that of preventing encroachment. In all other areas 
stricter policies to return space to its open nature should be pursued. I Yes. Providing that the Green Belt buffer is 
strengthened by this process. J N/A K This misses the point of achieving sustainable zoning. Employment must be 
integrated with housing and not located remotely. Yes intensify existing industrial estates but prioritise the retention of 
commercial space within immediate reach of the workforce. See response to 5 A above. L Of Course. A sustainable and 
integrated mix of uses. Including commercial, private and social housing. The strategy must strengthen the purpose of 
the retained Green Belt 6 Yes. In relation to Farnham Common and Farnham Royal. The Green Belt buffer to the south 
of Farnham Common and north of Farnham Royal must be preserved in its effect. That is to say some of the area 
identified to the north of the Farnham Park public open space could be released for development with Farnham Park 
area retained and strengthened as the Green Belt Buffer to the east of the A355. At the same time the West of the 
A355 opposite Farnham Park should be strengthened in its role as a buffer zone. Opportunities for intensification exist 
immediately within the heart of Farnham Common. 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. Q7 We have serious concerns over the suggestion that needs can be transferred to 
neighbouring Councils. As previously stated there is something wrong in the way that these are arrived at if they are 
not based upon the resources of the Council. Or in plain English if one were to decide to have a larger family it would 
not, logically, entitle you to compulsorily purchase next door’s back garden to extend your house. The Council should 
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not take this as opportunity to release their own land which is how it appears to the many in relation to Farnham Park 
for example. First priority must be given to maintaining the outdoor open recreation space and consideration only 
given if more accessible, better located space is provided. For example private golf courses do not replace the function 
of parks. The use of Farnham Park provides an invaluable amenity for the Parish and wider area. The Park includes a 
play area (for toddlers and youth aged up to 13) provided with Lottery funds and matched parish council funds 
following consultations which identified the need for play facilities in the area. It has also become the national centre 
for Softball and Baseball which are rapidly growing sports for all ages. These are in additional to the popular sports 
pitches for football rugby and cricket. Such amenities all support the Government’s initiatives to bring down levels of 
obesity and improve the health of the population. Q8 Councils need to start providing affordable housing and driving 
the process. They have the opportunity to recover funds through CIL (and have done for a long time). This must be 
recovered and used to fund Council led developments. Q9 I am not clear as to the level of expansion being considered 
for the Orchards, Chalfont St Peter and what balance would therefore need to be fulfilled. I would object to any further 
development or additions in or around Burnham Beeches. This goes against the statements made throughout the Local 
Plan and associated documents, where the principle to retain the character of Burnham Beeches is a priority. Clearly 
this is important to ensure the area for locals and the 600K+ annual visitors. Q10 We understand L&Q are planning to 
build private housing on the land where Verdon Court (sheltered housing for the elderly) now stands and using the 
funds raised to provide social housing - but specifically not social housing for the elderly - elsewhere. Indeed they are 
systematically closing a number of other such housing accommodation for the elderly and the days of sheltered 
accommodation appear to be limited. This is a cause of great concern given we are told the population is ageing. As 
raised before, I believe there is an opportunity to consider a housing development near the local shops in Farnham 
Common on the current site occupied by the Car Wash. Also Farnham Common village hall could be converted into 
apartments for the elderly with its close proximity to the shops etc. I do not believe the suggestion options 
encompassing Farnham Park would not provide any benefit to older residents as the location of the shops, public 
transport are not within a short walk. Generally it seems to be the case that the whole system of provision for the 
elderly is fundamentally changing. We believe that this is an issue that must be given some priority when developing 
the new Local Plan and we would wish to be further involved in any consultations on this issue. 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. Farnham 
Royal and Farnham Common have unique cultural heritages. It is therefore important to ensure these two villages 
retain their separate cultural and historical identities by maintaining as much of the Green belt buffer zone as is 
possible. The amount of open space needs to be balanced in the Parish we are provided for to the north west by 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

245 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Burnham Beeches and the south by Farnham Park. Q12 There are individual heritage assets that we continue to 
identify in the villages of the District Council such as the Hemmingford group on Old Beaconsfield Road. There are also 
areas of ancient woodland for example in Ingrams Copse in Farnham Common. Q13 Farnham Royal and Farnham 
Common are under provided with public open green space. Temple Dell and Kingsway Green, The Pump, the FCSC 
sports field and Farnham Park are all required to sustain the growing community that we have. There are areas of 
privately owned green space that we would like to be considered for designation as green space such as the land at the 
southern corner of the A355 and Church Lane in Farnham Royal. Q14 I would like to see the following included or 
emphasized more in the Joint Local Plan. i) Traffic Calming and Management. The A355 is overloaded already, in 
particular during rush hours and also, late at night, when the road is used as a cut through and drivers tend to exceed 
the speed limits. ii) As mentioned previously, I believe the Farnhams need to be supported by a better “Village Hall” 
facility, ideally located within Farnham Park, where there is already parking and close to recreational areas. The “new” 
hall could be developed to consider a wide range of additional uses including local theatre, indoor sports such as indoor 
bowls, badminton (suitable for older and younger residents) as well as the societies, groups, activity and fitness 
coaches. iii) The impact on the local wildlife in and around the Farnhams and in to Burnham Beeches needs to be 
considered in more depth. The Joint Local Plan has little detail on this and I believe it is critical to ensure that any 
impact is minimal and preserving the local and visiting wildlife is treated as a priority within and surrounding our green 
areas! Q15 Some account needs to be taken of “joined up thinking” between central government and local policies. It 
makes no sense to lose the small business in the village centre to flats and then wonder where we are going to find 
space to locate them next. Q16 CIL should be introduced for all qualifying development and it is easy to take a 
precedent from the London Boroughs. The purpose is to provide the infrastructure for the increased development and 
the Parish is prepared to play its part in implementing those areas within its remit. For example affordable housing, 
increased health provision for primary care schools and transport links. Q17 The current process should be used to 
strengthen the Council’s position and become stricter on deviations from it. The Council is seen as toothless in the face 
of Developers – particularly there is a perception that the desire to avoid litigation costs influences decisions taken on 
both applications and enforcement issues. The Council must rise to the challenge to ensure that its policies are 
implemented.  

Rep3309 Mr & 
Mrs E Perrott 

Question 1 Referring to the ORS- Atkins Report ‘Identifying HMA5 and FEMA5 .’ of March 2015 it seems odd that no 
account appears to have been taken of how markets work/interact with the adjoining communities within 
Heftfordshire. Many people living in Latimer commute via the Metropolitan Line from Chorleywood and Little Chalfont, 
also via the M25 JiB within Heftfordshire and make use of Heftfordshire Schools and Medical facilities. Also many 
Latimer residents moved to the village from places like Harrow, Pinner, Northwood and Rickmansworth. As regards 
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retail centres Latimer residents would be more likely to visit eg Watford than High Wycombe. Question 2 No land 
within Latimer Parish has been included within the HELAA Appendix 5 which is considered locally to be a good thing. In 
our view the land covering the old Little Chalfont golf course would be more appropriate to industrial / business / 
residential use as there is already a small industrial site operating alongside the golf course. Question3 No. Question4 
We would strongly urge retention of the existing Green Belt and AONB. We would suggest these protective measures 
should override development needs which of course is their original purpose. Infrastructure as a whole should be 
properly planned, costed and in place prior to any development being completed. Water supply in the Chilterns is 
entirely taken from the aquifer. The present level of abstraction is causing unacceptable environmental damage to our 
chalk streams ie they frequently dry up. Another source of water will be needed to supply an increased population and 
this has not been planned for Many of our sewage works eg Chesham are already working at capacity. Broadband is 
inadequate in many locations. Roads, Schools and hospitals are also under stress. Question5 From the Chiltern list of 
Options at para 4.5 we would place e) at the top followed by a), b), c). We would generally be against Options d) and U 
Question6 Any expansion in Chesham would first require: Increased capacity at Chesham sewage works since current 
capacity is unable to cope with existing demand during storm conditions resulting in the river Chess being polluted.• 
Alternative water supply; increased demand for water can currently only be supplied by increasing abstraction. The 
aquifer is already over abstracted resulting in a dry river in the town and low flows down stream. • Road 
improvements. The shortest route by road from Chesham to the M25 is unsuitable for HGV traffic. Question 7 We are 
not able to argue with the ORS Atkins HEDNA Report and Findings however would make the obvious comment that 
there is no point in having ‘needs’ which are not capable of being delivered. We do not believe these needs amount to 
the exceptional circumstances required to make inroads into the Green Belt for example esecially when this may also 
involve areas protected by the AONB. Question 8 No. Question 9 No. Question 10. No comment. Question 11. We 
believe Action 1 in the Draft Heritage Strategy places the emphasis on allowing development rather than on protecting 
the Heritage Assets which seems perverse. In our view there is too much in the strategy about pressures upon our 
heritage and the threats posed by development and not enough about protecting those assets from such development. 
Question 12 It seems to us that the AONB qualifies as a Heritage Asset because it appears to come within the definition 
given in the National Planning Policy Framework “A building area or landscape identified as having a high degree of 
significance meriting consideration in planning decisions” We believe the definition of a Heritage Asset in the Heritage 
Strategy should specifically include the AONB. Section 5.3 covers the AONB but does not actually confirm that the 
AONB is a Heritage Asset. The Chiltern chalk streams are rare habitats on the world stage and yet there is nothing in the 
strategy to indicate these rivers are Heritage Assets and should be protected as such. Question 13 Nothing to add here 
Questionl4 We already have the AONB and Conservation Area — do we need more? Question 15 No Question 16 We 
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would urge authors of the Local Plan to take full note of the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study since it is quite 
dear that current infrastructure is inadequate in many respects even for existing demand. In our view no development 
is ‘sustainable’ unless infrastructure can be provided without damage to the environment and at economic cost. 
Question 17 A. Regarding Appendix 5 — Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt — 
Little Chalfont — We have the following objections to the site shown either side of the A404 on the eastern edge of the 
village (General Areas 14b and 28 in the Green Belt Assessment: 1. Only 9% of Green Belt land nationally is within an 
AONB. This site is within the Chilterns AONB demonstrating how important it is to retain its Green Belt status. 2. Lodge 
Lane and Stony Lane form a natural definitive boundary on the Eastern edge of Little Chalfont. These lanes also mark 
the boundary between Little Chalfont and Chenies and Latimer Parish Councils with their very different characters. 3. 
Lodge Lane and Stony Lane mark the interface between urban development and the rural landscape. 4. Latimer is a 
rural village I hamlet and it is essential to maintain the current separation from the urban area of Little Chalfont to 
preserve its special character. 5. Taking the area between Stony Lane and Bell Lane out of green belt would also 
remove it from agriculture use which would be detrimental to Latimer Park Farm. 6. Loss of this land could potentially 
make the remainder of the farm unviable. 7. The land forms part of the Chess valley AONB. The other side of Latimer 
Road is a flood plain. We all know what happens when flood plains are built on. There is already persistent flooding 
along the road directly into Latimer village. 8. The A404 is heavily congested already with traffic frequently tailing back 
to Chenies and often as far as Little Chalfont from the M25 during the rush hour. Any increase is undesirable. This is 
also exacerbated if there is an accident on the M40 and traffic is directed from Beaconsfield through Amersham to join 
the M25. 9. There are no exceptional circumstances to warrant removal of this land from the Green Belt. GBA scores 
for general areas 14b and 28 serving Green Belt purposes are fliii and neither part of the site is recommended for 
further consideration. There is no justification given for the selection of this site for testing in Appendix 5 of the Issues 
and Options document. Regarding area 28 in particular this scores 5/5 for Purpose 2 and on this basis alone should be 
removed from the map of options for testing. B. Regarding Map 6.la Areas for further consideration at Stage 2 and the 
land shown between Stony Lane and Bell Lane and extending north to the Latimer Road — We object to the extension 
of the original option for the following reasons: 1. The land is protected by the AONB 2. Much of the land is within the 
Chenies and Latimer Conservation Area 3. The proposal brings urban development to the doorstep of Latimer Village 
and within its full view contrary to Purpose 2 in the Green Belt Assessment — namely ‘To prevent neighbouring towns 
from merging’ Under Purpose 2 this part of parcel 22A scores a maximum 5/5 and specifically mentions the role of this 
land in separating Latimer Village from Little Chalfont. 4. The land is in agricultural and forestry production 5. The 
network of public footpaths crossing the land are a valuable community resource 6. There are no exceptional 
circumstances to warrant removal of this land from the Green Belt. Indeed we strongly question why this land has 
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progressed to Stage 2 at all because it also scores a maximum 5/5 under Purpose 3 of the Green Belt Assessment — 
‘Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’ 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”. Parcel 22A scores Strongly’ for purposes 2 and 3. Of the 100 parcels reviewed no 
other parcel achieves this “Strong’ score under both these purposes. C. Regarding Green Belt Options in general we 
quote an extract from the NPPF Planning Practice Guidance Notes which supports our view that land should not be 
taken out of the Green Belt to supply land for unmet housing needs: “In decision taking, can unmet need for housing 
outweigh Green Belt Protection? Unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to 
the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the uvery special circumstances” justifying inappropriate development on 
a site within the Green Belt.” 

Rep3311 Mr 
Christopher 
LeCointe RPS 
Group on 
behalf of Mr 
Nigel Carr 

Site Nomination Form submitted for: Bowers Mill Farm, Magpie Lane, Coleshill Buckinghamshire HP7 OLU. This is 
submitted in response to the ‘Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation Incorporating Issues and Options on the emerging 
Local Plan’. In support of this submission, I enclose the following for your attention: § Site Nomination Form; and § Site 
Plan.  

  
 

Rep3312 Mr 
David 
Robertson 

As a resident of Stoke Poges, my response is as follows: 1. Arup consultants have produced a first class set of 
conclusions and I approve of their 'greenbelt' reccomendations for the Stoke Poges area. 2. I do NOT approve of the SP 
Parish Council proposal to offer BAYER + the Plough Lane Recreation ground: BAYER has been rejected in the past 
(2008?) and the same reasons apply today. 3. Recreation grounds must be retained for the existing + future 
generations. 4. The Stoke Poges SBDC recommendation would bring SP too close to SLOUGH. I DO NOT APPROVE. 

  

Rep3313 Mr 
David Gavin 
NLP Planning 
on behalf of 
Bickerton 
Aerodrome 

Bickerton's Aerodromes Ltd Representations to the Issues and Options document of the Joint Local Plan for Chiltern 
and South Bucks Districts in relation to Denham Airport, Uxbridge, Middlesex, UB9 5DE Contents 1.0 Introduction and 
Description of Denham Airport 1 2.0 National Policy Context 4 Aviation Policy Framework (APF) March 2013 4 The 
National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012) 5 3.0 Current Status of Denham Airport in the South Bucks Local Plan 
6 4.0 Proposed Treatment of Denham Airport in the Emerging Joint Local Plan 7 Proposed Treatment of Denham 
Airport in the Emerging Joint Local Plan 4.1 National policy in the NPPF requires that local planning authorities in 
planning for airports should take account of their growth and role in serving business, leisure and training, as well as 
national aviation policy. 4.2 Denham Airport makes an important economic contribution supporting over ten firms and 
a total of 95 direct, indirect and induced jobs. It is an important location providing flexible access for both based and 
visiting business aviation users who represent a wide range of business sectors and who use the airport to gain access 
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to London and who make an important contribution to inward investment in the UK. 4.3 A significant part of the 
airports movements relate to flying training which makes an important contribution to the supply of commercial pilots 
and hence commercial aviation; an important contributor to GDP. 4.4 Denham Airport’s business objective is to 
continue to support its business aviation and flying training activities along with existing enterprises located on the 
airport including its based operators, and to improve and consolidate its existing operations in line with regulatory 
requirements. 4.5 To achieve this objective it is important that inappropriate development in the surrounding areas 
does not take place which could impede its operations. This could include buildings and structures which could 
constitute an “obstacle” or development involving the creation of new habitats which could encourage roosting birds 
and hence increase the risk of bird strike. This is particularly important given the proximity of the Airport to the Colne 
Valley Park with its extensive areas of water. The Airport believes this means great importance must attach to 
enhancing existing safeguarding arrangements by the Local Planning Authority. 4.6 Policy EP17 already usefully makes 
reference to safeguarding. The Airport would, however, wish to see the upper case policy strengthened given the 
importance attached to this matter in protecting the longer term future of the Airport. 4.7 The Airport would suggest 
the following policy formulation be included in the emerging Joint Local Plan: “Planning permission will not be granted 
for development likely to interfere with the safe and efficient operation of Denham Airport and its airspace, in 
accordance with the safeguarding of aerodromes direction 2002 and other aviation regulatory authorities. Such 
development could include buildings, structures or habitat creation which could encourage bird roosting and hence 
increase the risk of bird strike. The Councils will consult Denham Airport in accordance with the consultation 
procedures established under the Direction”. Bickerton's Aerodromes Ltd : P8 10869156v5 4.8 The lower case policy, in 
line with national policy should recognise the Airport’s local contribution to supporting business, leisure and training as 
well as the importance of safeguarding. The following formulation is therefore proposed: “Denham Airport makes an 
important contribution to businesses and local employment as well as providing an important location for recreational 
flying in South Bucks and within the south east. This latter activity is officially recognised as a sport by Sport England. It 
is also an important location for flying training which makes a contribution to the national requirement for commercial 
pilots. It is important to protect this activity through safeguarding of the Airport. The safeguarding of Aerodromes 
direction 2002 does not categorise Denham Airport as being “officially safeguarded” but guidance makes clear that 
aerodromes should establish agreed consultation procedures with the local planning authority. Such a procedure is 
already in place and the Councils will consult with Denham Airport in accordance with the procedures in place under 
the Direction”. [A full document has been submitted].  

Rep3314 Mr 
Lewis Evans 

Representations of Pinewood Studios Limited March 2016 Contents 1. Introduction 1 2. Background 3 3. Pinewood 
Studios Development Framework 5 4. Relevant Policy 7 5. Representations 10 6. Summary and Conclusion 15 Appendix 
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Turley on 
behalf of 
Pinewood 
Studios Group 

1: Completed Representations Forms Appendix 2: Extract of Previous SBLP Representations  1 1. Introduction 1.1 This 
document is submitted on behalf of Pinewood Studios Ltd (PSL) in response to a consultation by Chiltern and South 
Bucks District Councils (CDC and SBDC) on their joint Local Plan Initial Consultation (Incorporating Issues and Options) 
(CSBLP). A completed response form is provided as Appendix 1. 1.2 It follows previous representations made by PSL on 
the South Buck Local Plan 2014 – 2036 Initial Consultation (SBLP) submitted in 2015.   5. Representations 5.1 National 
practice guidance confirms that Local Plans are at the heart of the planning system. Given this role and the long-term 
plan period of the CSBLP (extending to 2036), PSL welcomes the opportunity to shape the process, with the CSBLP at its 
formative stages of preparation, and sets out its representations below. 5.2 The central premise of the representations 
is that the Studios (comprising the entire extent of the PSDF site) is removed from the Green Belt. This can be justified 
on a number of grounds which together constitute the exceptional circumstances – recognised in the CSBLP to exist 
across the plan area - justifying release. Issues to be Addressed 5.3 In preparing the CSBLP CDC and SBDC must address 
and fully deal with a number of specific issues. PSL’s interest is clearly the Studios and to ensure that the CSBLP meets 
its needs in order to protect its long term future and maximise its potential. This in turn benefits the district through 
jobs created and supported, investment in the supply chain and the contribution to economic growth. 5.4 Given the 
emphasis on delivering sustainable economic growth through the planning system and the prioritisation of the digital 
and creative industries by the Government, ensuring a policy framework through the CSBLP, which provides the 
favourable policy context to secure the growth of the Studios and meet its future needs and support priority industries, 
should be integral to the process. 5.5 This requires alterations to the Green Belt boundaries, the need for which is 
already recognised in general terms by CDC and SBDC in the CSBLP. PSL firmly believes that there is a compelling case 
for this review to remove the PSDF site from the Green Belt as set out below. Green Belt Boundary Review 5.6 The 
need for a Green Belt review is recognised in the CSBLP. The first part of a Green Belt Assessment has been undertaken 
as part of this process, with the contribution made by particular land parcels to the Green Belt assessed. 5.7 The PSDF 
site is to be taken forward for further assessment within the next stage of the Green Belt Assessment. We support that 
the release of the site from the Green Belt is to be further considered. The Existence of Planning Permission for Major 
Development Across the PSDF Site 5.8 The PSDF permission represents a major, comprehensively planned 
development on land currently designated as Green Belt. The majority of the Pinewood Studios site will comprise 
buildings and other physical structures / features. 5.9 Development is taking place (on Phase 1) and represents a 
significant investment in the Studios with c.45% of the total floorspace being delivered. PSL is committed to 11 
delivering the balance of the scheme and presented evidence to this effect at the Public Local Inquiry (PLI). On this 
basis the SoS was able to conclude that the evidence ‘indicate[d] a strong likelihood of a level of demand such that it is 
possible to be satisfied that the permitted development would be taken up’.6 Development of the remainder is 
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therefore expected to follow within the timescales set out by the PSDF permission7. 5.10 The existence of a permission, 
granted following acceptance by the SoS that very special circumstances existed, and for which there is assurance over 
delivery is considered to represent part of the case that exceptional circumstances which justify altering the boundaries 
of the Green Belt exist. 5.11 As will be seen from below, the site comprising the PSDF will no longer fulfil any of the 
purposes of the Green Belt and therefore there is no longer any reason to continue to include it as part of the Green 
Belt. Green Belt Purposes 5.12 The Framework identifies five purposes that the Green Belt serves8. They are: • 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. 5.13 The impact of the 
PSDF development on these purposes was considered at the PLI and it was held by the SoS that the development 
would conflict with three of the five9. The preservation of the setting and special character of historic towns was held 
to not apply and the development was held to not materially advance the fifth purpose. 5.14 It is, therefore, clear that 
with the PSDF planning permission for built development in place, the Green Belt part of the PSDF site will not make 
any contribution to the first three purposes referenced above and as considered at the PLI. 5.15 Given the level of 
certainty that the remainder of the development within the Green Belt (as the next phase of the PSDF development) 
will proceed this represents sufficient grounds alone for altering the Green Belt boundary. Failure to do so would result 
in a paradoxical situation whereby the Green Belt boundary in this locality did not reflect the status of the land it 
included. This would be wholly contrary to the fundamental approach to the Green Belt set out in the Framework but 
can be properly addressed through the CSBLP process. 6 Para 41 SoS Decision Letter 7 Submission of all reserved 
matters within 10 years of the date of the permission (Condition 3) 8 NPPF para 80 9 Para 12 SoS Decision Letter 12 
Need for Operational Flexibility 5.16 The Studios is an established and highly successful facility. It has evolved and 
grown since its establishment in response to the changing needs of film and other media producers. Continual 
adaptation to the requirements of the industry has been central to its success and is essential if it is to retain its 
preeminent status in the global industry. 5.17 The form and amount of development that is being delivered through 
the PSDF permission represents the next stage in the Studios development. It has been formulated in response to a 
long-term business assessment, accepted by the SoS as an appropriate basis for such a major investment, and which 
provides the necessary basis for future expansion. The implications of the PSDF permission in relation to the Green Belt 
boundary have been considered above but it is essential that the CSBLP reflects the long-term and unique needs of the 
Studios. 5.18 However, the long-term nature of the forecasts and the need for the Studios to remain responsive to the 
changing needs of the industry may necessitate future amendments and/or other forms of development associated 
with production activities within the Studios site. The tightly constrained nature of the existing site would limit the 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

252 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

ability to achieve this. Instead it would have to be located within other operational parts of the site which are less 
constrained by existing development but are currently within the Green Belt (albeit that some areas such as the 
northern backlot are effectively developed by virtue of the degree of usage for the construction of outdoor film sets 
and cannot reasonably be considered to be open). This would necessitate the need to demonstrate very special 
circumstances for each and every development not permitted by the PSDF planning permission regardless of size as it 
would constitute inappropriate development. This is not a rational position to perpetuate. 5.19 This would not be a 
proportionate requirement, particularly for any small scale proposals, and places an unnecessary burden on the 
Studios. Altering the Green Belt boundary through the Local Plan process also provides the opportunity to address this 
issue. Suggested Green Belt Boundary 5.20 The plan below identifies the suggested Green Belt boundary within 
proximity of the Studios. The boundary has been drawn to reflect the PSDF site boundary – as a major development 
supported by a robust long-term business case - but also the existing physical features which represent permanent and 
defensible boundaries. 5.21 This ensures that the boundaries are long-term and will not need to be altered at the end 
of the plan period and as such can be regarded as permanent boundaries, an essential characteristic of the Green Belt. 
13 Figure 5.1: Plan showing suggested revision to Green Belt boundary Other Issues Overall Vision 5.22 The Framework 
makes clear that development needs should be positively met through the plan making process and that local plans 
should be aspirational. The vision will undoubtedly reflect the overall strategy and approach of the plan; these 
elements must also be positive and aspirational whilst grounded in reality. 5.23 PSL therefore previously sought that 
the vision (and by implication the overall SBLP strategy) built on existing successes. These include The Studios, which is 
the most significant economic development and job provider in SBDC and central to aspirations of economic growth 
and success (the economic dimension of sustainable development). 5.24 PSL’s comments have not been addressed in 
the vision for the CSBLP; it is imperative that the vision is amended to ensure it is properly framed and sets the tone for 
the document as a whole. Spatial Strategy 5.25 PSL welcomes the CSBLP’s recognition that exceptional circumstances 
exist due to the levels of (economic and housing) need and limited scope to meet those needs without Green Belt 
release. 5.26 It is essential that the chosen spatial strategy reflects these fundamental requirements and makes 
provision for the release of Green Belt, including the PSDF site. Release of the Studios site would reflect not only that 
planning permission for major development 14 exists across the PSDF site but also the need for operational flexibility. 
Ensuring a supportive policy context for the Studios is entirely appropriate given its importance to South Bucks and the 
national creative and digital economy. In short, there are exceptional circumstances. 5.27 PSL therefore supports a 
spatial strategy which makes provision for Green Belt release. At present this is best reflected by Option K, as the only 
option which specifically recognises (at part (iii)) the need to remove the Studios from the Green Belt. For the 
avoidance of doubt, this should be based on the PSDF boundary as a whole, as drawn above. Development Needs and 
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Opportunities 5.28 The evidence base (the Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment) 
recognises that the Studios are one of the main employment locations in South Bucks. It is clear from the above that in 
fact the significance of the Studios extends far beyond South Bucks, being of national importance. 5.29 The unique 
needs and opportunities of the Studios must be recognised throughout the CSBLP, which should provide a supportive 
planning policy framework for the continued success of the Studios and for the on-going benefits flowing from the 
Studios presence in South Bucks to be reaped. 15 6. Summary and Conclusion 6.1 Pinewood Studios is a success story 
that is known across the world as a leader in its field. Significant investment in the Studios has taken place, and 
continues, to respond to international competition and maintain this role. 6.2 This investment can be seen in the 
implementation of the first part of the PSDF permission now taking place on site – a significant proportion of the 
overall floorspace approved by the Secretary of State. 6.3 Following implementation of the PSDF permission, the parts 
of the site within the Green Belt will no longer serve any of the Green Belt purposes. Amendment of the Green Belt 
boundaries for consistency with the PSDF site boundary such that the whole of the site is excluded from the Green Belt 
is therefore requested. 6.4 This will provide operational flexibility for the Studios enabling it to adapt and respond to 
changes in occupier requirements in the future in a fast-paced and rapidly changing industry. These representations 
demonstrate the exceptional circumstances justifying release and supporting the future success of the Studios in South 
Bucks and globally. 6.5 They also underline the need to integrate a positive approach to the Studios into the CSBLP 
through an appropriately positive vision and spatial strategy. [A full document has been submitted]. 

Rep3315 Mr 
David Barnes 
Star Planning 
Limited on 
behalf of 
Richborough 
Estates 

The Richborough Estates Partnership LLP has secured an interest in about 22.4 hectares (55.4 acres) of land to the west 
of Bull Lane, Gerrards Cross as identified on Drawing No.BIR.5182-4-1A. Richborough wishes to work together with 
Chiltern and South BucksDistrict Councils to bring forward this land for a residential led development which would 
include an extensive area of open space amounting to about 11.6 hectares which would be of significant benefit to the 
local community. The scheme is known as Chantry Park.   Question 1 9. At the outset it is important to commend the 
constructive approach being adopted by Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils to prepare a Joint Local Plan. This 
joint approach is particularly appropriate when considering the potential locations for growth at what is, in effect, the 
urban area of Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter bisected by an Issues and Options Document 3 Prepared by Star 
Planning Representations by Richborough Estates and Development administrative boundary. A holistic approach is 
required to ensure that the most appropriate and sustainable option is adopted for growth at this urban area. 10. At 
this stage, and pending more detailed analysis, Richborough does not have any particular comments about the 
definitions of the housing and functional economic market areas which have been adopted. Further, for similar 
reasons, there are no specific comment on the draft Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs 
Assessment (HEDNA). 11. It is, for the purposes of progressing the Local Plan, appropriate to adopt a working 
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assumption that some 15,100 dwellings are required to meet the housing need during the period up-to 2036. However, 
the Councils will have to produce a robust objectively assessed housing needs assessment for both the Districts. For 
this reason, the 15,100 dwellings should be regarded as the ‘minimum provision’ rather than be established as target or 
maximum provision which might otherwise constrain the delivery of new homes over the plan period. 12. In 
undertaking any assessment of the housing need regard will have to be had to the emerging output from the Berkshire 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment which may result in a higher level of housing having to be accommodated within 
South Bucks District when compared to the figures suggested in the draft HEDNA. 13. Richborough does not criticise 
the intended work to prepare an evidence base for the Local Plan. However, as is evident from the comments about 
the Sustainability Assessment, it will be incumbent on the Councils to ensure that the content of such reports is 
accurate. Questions 2 and 3 14. The draft HEDNA and the draft HELAA confirm that there will inevitably be a need for 
residential development to occur on greenfield land if the housing needs of the Districts are to be met by 2036. The 
approach being adopted by the Councils to assess potential greenfield options for accommodating development is 
generally sound. 15. However, in assessing where land could be released the draft HELAA should ensure that there is a 
clear differentiation between land within and outside the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Green 
Belt is merely a planning policy of constraint Issues and Options Document 4 Prepared by Star Planning Representations 
by Richborough Estates and Development whereas the AONB has been designated because of its intrinsic landscape 
value and scenic beauty. 16. The National Planning Policy Framework requires great weight being given to conserving 
the landscape and scenic beauty AONBs which have the highest status of protection. There is no provision for AONB 
boundaries to be amended by Local Plans and planning permissions for major development within AONBs should only 
be given in exceptional circumstances. The draft HELAA should, under the Environmental Constraints, reflect the 
significance of the AONB which may well restrict the scale of growth at some of principal and main settlements. 17. 
Richborough would caution against the seeking to cram more development within the builtup areas, including changes 
of use involving the loss of employment land unless it has been demonstrated to be surplus to requirements. 18. 
Greenspaces of whatever type are part of the fabric of built-up areas and provide important and valuable opportunities 
for sports, recreation and biodiversity which ought to be retained. Options which necessitate such uses being relocated 
to sites, usually on the periphery of settlements away from the existing facilities, lead to a diminution of social well-
being for the local community, increase the need to travel and adversely affect biodiversity. The draft HELAA should 
not be raising the development and consequent the loss of any open spaces, sports and leisure uses unless there are 
clear community benefits which might, for example, include a material betterment in the facilities provided. Question 4 
19. The Framework is clear that significant weight should be given to securing economic growth and that the supply of 
housing should be boosted significantly. The starting point for the Vision must be to support strong, vibrant and heathy 
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communities by providing the supply of housing required to meet the needs of the present and future generations and 
to ensure that sufficient land is available of right type and is in the right place to support economic growth and 
innovation. 20. It is evident from the draft HEDNA and draft HELAA that difficult decisions will have to be taken to 
ensure that the housing and economic needs of both Chiltern and South Bucks Districts are met during the period up-to 
2036. The identified housing and economic needs Issues and Options Document 5 Prepared by Star Planning 
Representations by Richborough Estates and Development should, as far as is reasonably possible, be accommodated 
within the Districts rather than exported to adjoining Districts such as Aylesbury Vale. Sight should not be lost of the 
potential for some growth to be exported to the Local Plan area from neighbouring authorities within London, 
Berkshire and Hertfordshire. 21. As has been demonstrated elsewhere in the Country where local authorities fail to 
plan for meeting their objectively assessed housing need without strong contrary evidence results in Local Plans being 
found unsound. As other Local Plan examinations have established, the fact that there is a significant area of Green Belt 
is not, by itself, a sufficient reason for the objectively assessed housing need not to be met, notwithstanding what 
views might be expressed by the local community. The Green Belt is a planning policy tool rather than an 
environmental constraint associated with, for example, a valued landscape such as AONBs. 22. The Vision and 
Objectives for the Local Plan should aim to meet the housing and economic needs of the Districts and should not be 
artificially constrained by unrealistic expectations that the current Green Belt boundaries are sacrosanct. 23. 
Richborough recognise that responsible growth necessitates complementary improvements in social and physical 
infrastructure. The preparation of a Community Infrastructure Levy alongside the Local Plan should be actively pursued 
to provide the community with confidence that growth will be accompanied by infrastructure improvements rather 
than being seen as disadvantageous in term of, for example, inadequate capacity being available at local schools. 
Question 5 24. Richborough support Option C as the most appropriate approach to adopt to accommodate growth. 
Subject to considerations concerning the effects on the AONB, the majority of the housing and employment growth 
should be directed towards the principal and main settlements within the Districts because they contain the widest 
range of local facilities and services, possess employment opportunities and are generally located on railway lines. This 
is undoubtedly the most sustainable option to accommodate growth during the Local Plan period. Issues and Options 
Document 6 Prepared by Star Planning Representations by Richborough Estates and Development 25. The ability to 
accommodate some growth at ‘secondary’ settlement is not discounted but the scale of growth should be materially 
less because of the limitations in the available supporting infrastructure (Options E, F, I and J). 26. Growth on the edge 
of places such as Wycombe, Maidenhead and Slough may well also occur during the plan period (Option D). However, 
because of the administrative boundaries associated with these larger settlements it is inevitable that any housing and 
employment development would be meeting the needs of the adjoining local authorities rather than those arising from 
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the draft HEDNA for this Local Plan. Reliance cannot be place on peripheral extensions to neighbouring settlements as 
the means to meet the housing and employment needs of Chiltern and South Bucks Districts. 27. If the fabric of the 
existing settlements is to be maintained then seeking to promote town cramming and relocating recreation, sports and 
leisure uses to peripheral sites would not be appropriate and cannot be relied upon to yield a significant number of 
new dwellings (Options A, B and H). The rectification of Green Belt boundary anomalies (Option G) similarly would not 
yield a significant number of new dwellings unless this is allied to other boundary alterations proposed pursuant to 
Option C. Question 6 28. Richborough support the principle of growth occurring at the urban area of Gerrards Cross 
and Chalfont St Peter. This urban area is amongst the most sustainable locations for growth within the Local Plan area 
with each settlement containing a wide range of facilities and services, a railway station, other public transport 
provision and employment opportunities. The suitability of growth at Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter is 
acknowledged by their position in the settlement hierarchies as ‘main settlements’. 29. The issue which arises is where 
any growth, particularly housing development, should occur to ensure that new homes can be delivered in a 
sustainable manner. Although flawed by inaccuracies, the Sustainability Appraisal and the Green Belt Assessment do 
provide useful starting points to discount unsuitable and unsustainable locations on the periphery of Gerrards Cross 
and Chalfont St Peter. Having undertaken an assessment of the periphery of the urban area, Richborough agrees with 
the sifting process which has been undertaken to discount some of the potential locations. Issues and Options 
Document 7 Prepared by Star Planning Representations by Richborough Estates and Development 30. However, the 6 
Strategic Options/Areas of Search which have been identified in the Issues and Options document still require further 
detailed analysis. Richborough’s consultant team has undertaken this analysis utilising the similar sustainability criteria 
and, with an adaption to better reflect the Framework, the Green Belt Assessment’s matrix (Appendices 1 to 3). The 
analysis undertaken includes consideration of the Chantry Park site as a separate location to the Gerrard Cross 3 Area 
of Search. The consultant team includes: Landscape Tyler Grange LLP Urban Design Pegasus Ecology Ecolocations 
Transport PTB Transport Planning Archaeology and Built Heritage RPS CgMs Noise Resource and Environmental 
Consultants Ground Conditions ASL Environmental Agricultural Circumstances Kernon Countryside Surveyors Drainage 
BWB Consulting Utilities MEC Consulting 31. This analysis demonstrates that the Chantry Park site is the most 
appropriate and sustainable site for development at Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter. The other Strategic Options 
should be discounted because of their poor performance for, amongst other reasons: 
Search is substantially within the floodplain; would necessitate the relocation of sports pitches and vehicular access to 
the site is constrained by inadequate visibility. 
existing uses and direct/easy access from the site to the centre of the town limited by the intervening private roads. 
Chalfont St Peter 3 Area of Search would compromise the purposes of the Green Belt, specifically preventing 
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neighbouring towns from merging, and is located away from the town centre. Development of the site would be poorly 
related to the existing pattern of settlement. 
and would, notwithstanding the linear development fronting the A40, result in an isolated development located away 
from the town centre and other facilities. There would be the loss of locally important woodland. Noise and air quality 
issues arising from the M25 motorway would need to be addressed. 
the town centre; development would involve the loss of locally important woodland; the living condition of the future 
occupiers would be adversely affected by noise and vehicle emissions from Issues and Options Document 8 Prepared 
by Star Planning Representations by Richborough Estates and Development the M40 and the site is constrained and 
traversed by an overhead electricity line and underground gas pipeline. 
particular issues except the further west development occurs the more distant from local facilities it would become, 
the greater the degree of encroachment into the countryside and the longer the interface with Bulstrode Park. 
Chantry Park analysis has yielded no issues which cannot be addressed. 32. The conclusions of the analysis of the 
Strategic Options included as Appendices 1 and 2 are summarised in the following tables: Table 1: Green Belt 
Assessment Summary Strategic Options Conclusions of Green Belt Analysis Chalfont St Peter 1 Area of Search The 
release of the site from the Green Belt would not compromise its purposes. Further, an enduring Green Belt boundary 
could be established. However, although there are locational merits, the site is affected by floodplain and would 
potentially require existing sporting facilities to be relocated. It does not, therefore, accord with the principle of 
releasing land from the Green Belt to promote sustainable development. Chalfont St Peter 2 Area of Search The release 
of the site from the Green Belt would not compromise its purposes. Further, an enduring Green Belt boundary could be 
established. However, by reason of accessibility to the town centre and other facilities, the site does not accord with 
the principle of releasing land from the Green Belt to promote sustainable development. Chalfont St Peter 3 Area of 
Search The release of the site from the Green Belt would compromise purposes, specifically preventing coalescence 
and urban sprawl. An enduring Green Belt boundary could be established. By reason of accessibility to the town centre 
and other facilities, the site does not accord with the principle of releasing land from the Green Belt to promote 
sustainable development. Gerrards Cross 1 Area of Search The release of the site from the Green Belt would 
compromise purposes, specifically preventing coalescence. An enduring Green Belt boundary could be established. By 
reason of accessibility to the town centre and other facilities, the site does not accord with the principle of releasing 
land from the Green Belt to promote sustainable development. Issues and Options Document 9 Prepared by Star 
Planning Representations by Richborough Estates and Development Gerrards Cross 2 Area of Search The release of the 
site from the Green Belt would not compromise its purposes. Further, an enduring Green Belt boundary could be 
established. However, by reason of accessibility to the town centre and other facilities, the loss of woodland and the 
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effect on heritage assets, the site does not accord with the principle of releasing land from the Green belt to promote 
sustainable development. Gerrards Cross 3 Area of Search The release of the site from the Green Belt would not 
compromise its purposes. Further, an enduring Green Belt boundary could be established. There would be a potential 
for a negative effect on the setting of a designated heritage asset albeit this would be at the bottom end of ‘less than 
substantial’ harm Chantry Park Site The release of the site from the Green Belt would not compromise its purposes. 
Further, an enduring Green Belt boundary could be established. The setting of a designated heritage asset but this 
would be at the bottom end of ‘less than substantial’ harm Table 2: Sustainability Assessment Summary Chalfont St 
Peter 1 Chalfont  St Peter 2 Chalfont St Peter 3 Gerrards Cross 1 Gerrards Cross 2 Chantry Park Cultural Heritage + + o o 
- o Landscape -- - -- -- -- - Biodiversity - - - -- -- o CC Mitigation - - - - - o CC Adaption -- + + + + + Natural resources -- - - - - 
- Pollution -- - - -- -- o Waste o o o o o o Transport - - - - - + Housing ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ Health - + - - - + Economy o o o o o 
o 33. Although simplistic in its interpretation, the Chantry Park site ‘scores’ better than the other Strategic Options at 
Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross if the ‘pluses and minuses’ are added. Table 3: Sustainability Assessment ‘Score’ 
Chalfont St Peter 1 Chalfont St Peter 2 Chalfont St Peter 3 Gerrards Cross 1 Gerrards Cross 2 Chantry Park Score -9 -1 -5 
-7 -8 +3 Rank 6th 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 1st Issues and Options Document 10 Prepared by Star Planning Representations by 
Richborough Estates and Development 34. The audit of the transport criteria identifies significant inaccuracies in the 
Sustainability Assessment. The audit is clear that reliance should not be placed by the Councils upon the Assessment to 
inform decisions about potential locations for growth. 35. The planning merits of Chantry Park are: 
on the edge of Gerrards Cross and the centre of the site is about 1.2km from the railway station and the town centre. 
There are no physical constraints to development such as floodplain. 
development, including housing, railway and the A40. 
landscape terms, particularly given the settlement fringe context and the robustness of the boundaries that surround 
the site and the visual separation with Beaconsfield to the west. 
Gerrards Cross and Beconsfield would occur, development of site would not result in any obvious sense of visual or 
physical coalescence of these settlement. 
which is a physical feature albeit the proposal does not involve housing development across the entire site. The 
alternative is for the Green Belt boundary to follow the indicated edge of the built development. 
proposed housing would respect and reflect the curtilages of the properties fronting Maltmans Lane to the north of the 
railway rather than encroach westwards into the open countryside. Housing would respect the pattern of settlement. 
The character of the landscape is not rare, unique or valued. The site has no real sense of tranquillity and is surrounded 
by urban context. A landscape appraisal is contained at Appendix 4. 
reinstate historic landscape features including Chantry Wood and the field hedgerows which have been lost. 
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development would be set back from the A40 to maintain an open aspect to the approach from the west towards 
Gerrards Cross.  their settings. There 
would not be a direct effect on Bulstrode Park Registered Park and Garden. Issues and Options Document 11 Prepared 
by Star Planning Representations by Richborough Estates and Development 
and reflect the wooded landscape to the south of the A40 associated with Bulstrode Park. Any harm to the setting of 
this heritage assets would be at the lower end of less than substantial. -top assessment has established that 
there are not archaeological interests associated with the site requiring preservation in situ. 
space provision of circa 11.6 hectares would be of benefit to both existing and future residents as a valuable open 
space resource which could also deliver biodiversity benefits. 
interest are limited to the hedgerows and the adjacent woodland which would be capable of being retained and 
protected. -site, in particular the reinstatement of the 
hedgerows and woodland and the creation of the parkland and surface water attenuations features. 
vibration associated with the railway, the A40 and Bull lane are not impediments to residential development. 
Description of the Development 36. More detail about the design of Chantry Park and how it is seeking to respect the 
garden suburbs which were associated with the growth of, in particular, Gerrards Cross during the 20th century is 
provided in the promotional brochure. 37. The proposals for Chantry Park have been landscape led with the emphasis 
on accommodating development in a manner which would not cause significant harm to the wider countryside 
surrounding Gerrards Cross, the visual amenity of the Green Belt and the setting of Bulstrode Park. These aims have 
been guided by landscape and heritage assessments. An objective has been to provide an effective transition between 
the open countryside and any housing utilising the parkland. The landform, the existing woodland adjacent to the site 
and other trees have been used to contain built forms of development and to restrict longer distance views. 38. The 
Chantry Park site extends to about 22.4 hectares of which some 11.6 hectares would be used for open space purposes. 
The housing development would occur on a net area of around 10.2 hectares. If 350 dwellings are erected then this 
would represent an average density of 15.6 dwellings per gross hectare which is appropriate for an edge of settlement 
Issues and Options Document 12 Prepared by Star Planning Representations by Richborough Estates and Development 
location which is seeking to replicate the garden suburb development of Gerrard Cross which occurred during the 20th 
century. The net density of 35 dwellings per hectare is such that a range of housing types and sizes could be provided 
and adequate parking space provided. 39. The housing provision would include an appropriate proportion of affordable 
housing which is currently 40% of the dwellings. Scope may well exist for some of the housing to be suitable for 
occupation by the elderly looking for smaller energy efficient homes within the area. Opportunities could be considered 
for either dwellings which provide the opportunity for home working or concepts such as live work style units. 40. 
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Detailed consideration has been given to the setting of Bulstrode Park, which is to the south of the A40, by specialist 
heritage consultants. A copy of the Built Heritage Assessment is included as Appendix 5. 41. The Chantry Park site has 
never historically been part of Bulstrode Park because the route of the A40 has always been the northern boundary. 
However, the site forms part of the original wider pastoral setting of this designated heritage asset. 42. The proposed 
housing would be set well back form the A40 to the rear of the proposed parkland. This parkland would maintain an 
open aspect along the A40 thereby respecting rather than harming the woodland character and the setting of 
Bulstrode Park. There would be planting within the parkland which would also assist in filtering views towards the 
proposed housing. 43. From the parkland there would be some opportunities for public views towards Bulstrode Park. 
Overall, the degree of harm caused to the setting of this heritage asset would be at the bottom end of less than 
substantial and would not be a reason for the site failing to be allocated for development. The filtering of views by tree 
planting within the parkland would mean that the proposed housing’s effects on the setting of Bulstrode Park would be 
negligible. 44. As has been noted already, the soft edge to the Chantry Park proposal would provide an effective 
transition between the proposed housing and the open countryside to the west of Gerrards Cross. The extent of the 
built development would respect the existing pattern of settlement and would not result in unacceptable 
encroachment into the open countryside which could lead to concerns about physical and visual coalescence of 
Gerrards Cross and Beconsfield. Issues and Options Document 13 Prepared by Star Planning Representations by 
Richborough Estates and Development 45. By reason of the site’s location, future residents of Chantry Park would have 
easy access by foot and cycle to the extensive range of facilities within the town centre, including the railway station 
which is about 1.2km distant from the centre of the site. Future residents would also be able to easily access the Bull 
Hotel and Marks and Spencer’s food shop associated with the petrol filling station which are about 700 metres of the 
centre of the site. There are also other facilities within walking distance, including local schools. The wider range of 
facilities and employment opportunities within the wider urban area of Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter are 
capable of being access by bike. 46. There are currently bus services (Nos. 581 and 740/A40) operating along the A40 
between Beconsfield and Gerrards Cross typically with 3 services every hour in each direction during the daytime. 
Evening and weekend services are typically 2 hourly services in each direction. These bus services also provide access to 
other locations within the area, including High Wycombe, Uxbridge and Heathrow Airport. There are also dedicated bus 
services to Marlow Hill School, Amersham and Wycombe College and Wexham School (Nos. BB11 and C). The rail 
services from Gerrards Cross station are operated by Chiltern Rail average six services per hour to places including 
central London, Oxford, Aylesbury, Bicester and High Wycombe. 47. Bull Lane is unsuited to be the principal means of 
access to a development of up-to 350 dwellings. A new roundabout junction on the A40 is proposed as the main access 
which would have the dual benefits of providing an entrance feature into Gerrards Cross and function a speed 
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reduction measure along the A40 as vehicles enter the urban area. Traffic from the development would not need to 
travel through the centre of Gerrards Cross to access the strategic road network, in particular the M25 and M40 
motorways, which would limit the impact of Chantry Park on the local road network. 48. Separate pedestrian and cycle 
accesses are proposed onto Bull Lane. These accesses would provide more direct links for future occupiers to walk or 
cycle to the railway station, town centre, Marks and Spencer, the Bull Hotel or other local facilities. The access in the 
site’s north eastern corner would provide a good pedestrian link to the station and town centre via footway located to 
the north of the railway. There is also a good pedestrian route via Layters Way. Cycles can utilise Bulstrode Way to 
access the town centre. 49. Within the site there is ample scope to fully respect the woodland adjacent to the site and 
retain the peripheral hedgerows. The historic hedgerows and wood would be reinstated. Issues and Options Document 
14 Prepared by Star Planning Representations by Richborough Estates and Development The size of the site enables 
suitable attenuation features to be accommodate to control surface water discharges to local watercourses in 
accordance with the principles of sustainable drainage. The retained and proposed vegetation and the balancing ponds 
provide opportunities to improve the biodiversity of the site which is limited by its current agricultural use. 50. As with 
every other Strategic Option, whether at Gerrards Cross, Chalfont St Peter or elsewhere, there would be a loss of some 
agricultural land in order to secure development on the most sustainably located sites. The initial assessments indicate 
that the topography of the site would preclude its classification as best and most versatile land. 51. Again, as with other 
options within this part of Buckinghamshire the site falls within the Minerals Safeguarding Area. However, the 
practicalities of extracting sand and gravel from this site are significantly hampered by the general topography and the 
need for buffers adjacent to residential properties (i.e. those properties fronting the A40 and Bull Lane), the railway, 
the A40 and the woodlands. The potential mineral deposits are not a significant constraint to residential development. 
52. As would be expected, some reinforcement of local services and utilities would be required and a new foul water 
pumping station would be required. However, these are not insurmountable issues which would impede the delivery of 
housing. 53. The site is adjacent to the railway, which is in a cutting, and the A40. Neither of these transport corridors 
generates unacceptable levels of noise or vibration which would preclude residential development on the site. There 
are no air quality management areas adjacent to the site which would affect or be adversely affected by the Chantry 
Park proposal. 54. The site is of such a size that as and when detailed consideration is given to the design and layout of 
any housing scheme the living conditions of the occupiers of the neighbouring properties can be fully respected, 
including matters such as privacy, outlook and loss of light. There would be a loss of view of the countryside from some 
properties but, unlike outlook, the loss of a view is not a material planning consideration. 55. The expectation is that a 
Community Infrastructure Levy charge would be imposed on any housing development. In the event that the 
establishment of the Levy is delayed then Richborough acknowledge appropriate financial contributions would be 
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required to social and community infrastructure within the local area. Issues and Options Document 15 Prepared by 
Star Planning Representations by Richborough Estates and Development Question 7 56. The proposal to ‘export’ about 
50% of the objectively assessed housing need from Chiltern and South Bucks Districts to Aylesbury Vale District is 
nonsensical. The Issues and Options document and the supporting evidence based indicate that there are more than 
sufficient Strategic Options available to accommodate the level of growth proposed albeit some of the identified 
locations may well prove unsuitable with more detailed analysis, such as that undertaken on behalf of Richborough for 
the options at Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter. 57. Where significant exporting of growth to neighbouring 
authorities has occurred it is because of either tight administrative boundaries or the presence of insurmountable 
constraints to development rather than, it appears, the desire in this case to protect the Green Belt. As has been noted, 
Green Belt is a planning policy tool and it is not related to the quality of the landscape or countryside. 58. There are 
some locations within the Local Plan where growth might be constrained by reason such as floodplain. However, 
although the importance of the Chilterns AONB is accepted, the remainder of the Local Plan area is not subject to 
insurmountable constraints which would preclude the majority of the housing and economic growth being located 
within the Districts. 59. The exporting of a significant level of growth also has wider ramifications arising from, for 
example, the breaking down of social cohesion because people are forced to move away from their area; the failure to 
deliver adequate affordable housing within the area; the increasing need to travel by non-car modes and the potential 
for additional pressures on transport infrastructure associated with increased distances travelled by car and commuting 
by rail. The social, environmental and economic implications of exporting about 50% of the housing need to Aylesbury 
Vale District cannot result in this being a sustainable or credible option to pursue unless or until all these matters are 
addressed. 60. The Issues and Options document also mentions the possibility of some growth being exported to other 
adjoining authorities albeit recognising that there are similar constraints within these areas. What is not being fully 
recognised is that the Duty to Co-operate is a two way process. These neighbouring authorities may equally seek to 
request that this Local Plan the Districts accommodates unmet demand from their areas, which might well Issues and 
Options Document 16 Prepared by Star Planning Representations by Richborough Estates and Development include 
growth on the periphery of settlements such as Slough because of its tight administrative boundary. This is not a 
matter which is addressed in any detail in the Issues and Options document and when specific evidence is available 
Richborough will undertake a further review of this particular issue. Question 8 61. The affordability of housing is a 
significant issue within Chiltern and South Bucks Districts and the lack of affordable homes is a reason why younger 
people are unable to ‘get onto the housing ladder’ in the area. Affordable housing is principally provided as part of 
residential developments which reinforces why exporting some 50% of the housing requirement to Aylesbury Vale 
District is a nonsensical option to adopt. This option would not improve either affordability or the delivery of affordable 
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homes within the Districts. 62. Comment has already been made that the 15,100 dwellings estimated to be required by 
the draft HEDNA for the period up-to 2036 should be regarded as a minimum. One of the reasons for increasing the 
housing provision is to secure a higher level of affordable housing. This matter will need to be fully considered when 
more detailed evidence is available. 63. The scale of the affordable housing provision will need to be the subject of 
further work by the Councils, including viability testing to ensure that, alongside other potential contributions/the 
Community Infrastructure Levy, the delivery of market housing is not prejudiced. Question 10 64. At appropriate sites 
which have good accessibility to local facilities the principle that some of the dwellings should be suitable for older 
people is one which the Local Plan ought to consider. Further, specific allocations, particularly adjacent to town 
centres, could be made for elderly persons housing, including uses falling within Class C2. Question 15 65. Richborough 
have the following comments on the suggested development management policies: 
Energy should not exceed national standards. Issues and Options Document 17 Prepared by Star Planning 
Representations by Richborough Estates and Development 
to be expressed as a range rather than a target figure. Such an approach allows for innovative designs and layouts 
which reflect the character of the surrounding area and can take into accounts any site specific constraints. 
housing needs have been addressed under Question 10. Question 16 66. Any Community Infrastructure Levy charge 
should not be set at an amount which would act as a disincentive for development occurring. A full and robust evidence 
base will need to be prepared with extensive viability testing of varying scenarios, including taking full account of what 
happened to housing and land values during the recent financial crisis.   

Rep3316 Anita 
Twiddy 

As a resident of Chesham Bois, I would like to register my objection to the use of the land in parcel 22b in the 
development plan (Blackwell Stubbs Wood and others). This is clearly in Green Belt and so would be against 
government policy to develop it. It is also designated as an AONB – to cut down such a large number of trees for 
development seems highly inappropriate. The woodland is an area we (and many others) use on a daily basis. It is an 
important part of the charm of Chesham Bois that we have this area – which is clearly home to many animals and birds. 
I would also have concerns about the access to this area if developed. The increase in traffic on local roads would be 
intolerable.  

  

Rep3317 Mark 
Stott 

I have reviewed the above-mentioned Local Plan. I object to the Plan on the following grounds (ref. Question 17) : • If 
(if) there is an unmet housing need in the area, it does not justify releasing Green Belt for residential development. - 
The District Council has an obligation to protect it • Housing development from Apr'06 to Mar'14 shows an increase in 
dwelling of +12% in Little Chalfont and +5% in Amersham - ie. more than a "fair share" • Little Chalfont & Amersham do 
not have the infrastructure to accommodate significant further residential development. - roads are overly congested 
at peak times (eg. A416 Amersham - Chesham, A404 Amersham Common - Little Chalfont - Chorleywood) - local 
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schools are over-subscribed - healthcare services over-subscribed - questionable adequacy of water supplies • Much of 
the land is AONB which must not be destroyed. • Any further development of "affordable housing" will be exploited by 
property investors, rather than serving its intended beneficiaries.  

Rep3318 Mrs 
Victoria Park 
Rep4286 Anne 
Heywood 

I oppose the development of these Green Belt areas for the provision of new homes, on the following grounds:- 1 
Appreciate the need for planning but feel that this is being rushed through and that not many people know about it or 
the depth of it - there is not enough time to study it - feel it needs to be planned well, organically and sympathetically 
with every effort to retain quality green belt land. 2. The in-depth report by ARUP’s - which is still unavailable on your 
website - does not recommend 4 of the 5 proposed sites and this should be recognised as they are experts in their field. 
3. Looking at the amount planned for South Bucks it seems there could be total overdevelopment of the entire district. 
4. Gerrards Cross is chronically congested with parked cars (incidentally it is well known that there is not enough 
parking available now and that which we do have is very expensive.) People drive in from surrounding areas for the 
station and park on many of the roads. If any of the empty office blocks were occupied parking problem would be more 
acute let alone more housing. 5 Due to Gerrards Cross proximity to London many people live here and travel to work - 
offices are empty - why build more? 6. Local services and amenities are stretched to the limit - there is no doctor’s 
surgery in GX only one junior school, poor road surfaces, overfilled sewers and waste water treatment is under 
pressure as well. 7. Plot 47B under consideration for housing is an area of some historical interest. The Cannon 
Meadow Cottages are a pair of houses built before WW2 for farm workers and they pre-date the designation of Green 
Belt in South Bucks which took place in 1954/55. The field is farmed and the farmer grew up in one of the houses. It is 
top quality green belt farm land. The land is currently feeding a herd of beef cattle, has been grazed by rare breeds as 
well as dairy cows and many calves have been born on the site. In previous years it has been used to farm wheat, 
maize, beans, sunflowers and grass for hay - it is good versatile land. There is an abundance of wildlife linking to 
Bulstrode Park on the other side of the A40 which is (grade 2 listed) registered park and garden. This land is also close 
to ‘The Camp’ and highly likely to have relics from the Roman era beneath its soil. Development on these fields would 
damage overall beautiful vistas of Chiltern countryside, a natural asset to the edge of urban. 8. Bull Lane is used as a cut 
through between GX & CSP by cars, heavy lorries and school coaches - people avoid the Tescos traffic lights and the 
lane serves 5 local schools Maltmans, Gayhurst & Thorpe House (all private schools) St Josephs ( one of CSP’s 3 junior 
schools) and the Community College a school which has 1800 pupils travelling from all over the area. These schools are 
continually expanding. The surface of Bull Lane is very poor due to the level of traffic and is rarely repaired. our 
suspicion is that the drains and sewers are damaged under the road as flooding occurs with minimal rain. There is very 
little pavement on the lane, cyclists and pedestrians are at high risk danger in this narrow lane with blind corners and 
poor visibility. There are limited roads crossing the railway and any development to 47B would inevitably result 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.  
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increased use of the lane which is at breaking point. It would also add to other already congested roads in the area and 
through the centre of GX. 9. I don’t feel happy having a man in charge of this who is not willing to work some overtime 
to talk to people about his plans. 10. The A40 is regularly used as a relief road when traffic on M25 & M40 reaches a 
standstill. 11. Regarding 57B planning for offices and commercial buildings - why build on an area of beauty which 
happens to be a flood plain when offices in GX have stood empty for years - it is a dormitory town with people working 
in London and the M25 area. 12. Protecting etc green belt is a core planning principal to safeguard the countryside. 
Opportunities to use derelict & other urban scrub land are available with careful planning. 13. Any development should 
be appropriate to the present infrastructure - no Doctor’s surgery in GX, 1 primary school, no secondary school and 
current children find it hard to get places in grammar schools if they pass 11+ .  

Rep3319 Mrs 
Ruth Evans 

Unfortunately I have only just heard of the proposed Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan and am writing this without 
time to formulate my views more thoroughly. I am not in the area but regularly travel through the planned 
development areas, when wishing to travel the "scenic route" and also when visiting the Little Chalfont and Amersham 
shops. I have lived in Chorleywood for nearly 22 years and chose to move here for its proximity to the Chilterns Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, the beautiful walks and a clean and healthy place to bring up my family. I am concerned 
that the scale of the planned developments will transform Little Chalfont and surrounding villages beyond all 
recognition. The current roads, including the winding lanes, will need to be expanded; the increased traffic, already 
horrendous during peak times, will cause far more congestion approaching and leaving the motorway around 
Chorleywood. The pollution from cars will be far greater, in what is currently a less-polluted area. There will be a need 
for more schools, shops, entertainment and employment. I can understand a need for some less expensive housing as 
Londoners cannot afford to live in London, but it must be done on a sustainable level and not using vast swathes of 
Green Belt land. One of the points of the Green Belt is to prevent the sprawl of urban cities and ths area includes some 
very valuable wildlife spaces. Brownfield areas should be used to prevent the permanent disappearance of the natural 
beauty of the area. I hope the council will consider the views of residents who do not want to live in an urban town 
with all the accompanying mayhem that produces. 

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.  

Rep3320 Phil 
Daniell 

Development needs in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts 2016-2036. General. I have been a resident of Gerrards Cross 
since my parents moved into Lower Road in 1974.We continue to live in [Address] with my wife and 3 children , all of 
whom attend local schools. This proposed plan is a good starting point for debate. I make 2 specific comments then we 
have answered some of your questions. 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 

 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 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

266 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

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. 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 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 
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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 my 42 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 my home in [……] Road 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 
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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 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. Furthermore, the practical implications of putting industrial units with the 
associated traffic will course increased ‘chaos’ on lower road, which has suffered somewhat when the traffic system in 
Gerrards Cross changed when Tesco’s was built, causing new ‘rat runs’ to appear including Lower Road which is 
increasingly dangerous for cyclists and pedestrians using Lower Road and the woods in question. Trust this will provide 
basis for discussion and for a sensible solution moving forward that does not destroy the community or the green belt 
land in specific areas. 

Rep3321 Ms 
Rachel Peers 

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. The local roads of CSP and its environs are already congested, especially during the morning school runs. 
Parking is also a well documented issue and large scale development of the kind set out in the Consultation Document 
would make the vehicle congestion and pollution situation of CSP unmanageable. Development should be 
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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. 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. 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 NOT on 
Green Belt land or AONB. CDC has a duty to co-operate with the authorities and vice versa. CDC must argue for 
development to occur first in land which is not Green Belt or AONB. 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: 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. 2. 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 Nicholls 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) 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 
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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. 3. Rylands Farm, the land opposite Bulstrode Park, between the 
A40 and the Chiltern Railway Line. 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 without pavements along much of its length, 
already busy with through traffic and frequently heavily congested) or from the A40, the main trunk road into London. 
Access from the A40 would be very hazardous to road users and would contribute to further delays to traffic using the 
A40. 4. 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 
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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 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. 

Rep3322 Mr 
Mark Owen 
Barton 
Wilmore LLP 
on behalf of 
David Wilson 
Homes 
Southern 

We write on behalf of our client, David Wilson Homes Southern, in response to the above consultation which seeks the 
views of interested parties on the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (C&SBLP) (2014-2036) - initial 
consultation (Regulation 18) incorporating issues and options. David Wilson Homes Southern has an interest in 'Land 
South of Iver Village', South Buckinghamshire (See Location Plan at Appendix 1) which has been included within a 'Built 
Area Extension Option' for further testing at the next stage of the Local Plan within the emerging C&SBLP (See page 42 
(Appendix 4) of this consulted document). Our client considers that 'Land South of Iver Village' provides the 
opportunity for a sustainable development at Iver Village which could provide the following benefits to the local 
community and South Bucks District Council: The opportunity to provide a 'relief road' to the south of Iver Village to 
assist in reducing the amount of HGV movements running through the Village; The opportunity to provide additional 
services and facilities such as a new school and recreational facilities; Enhancing pedestrian and cycling access between 
Iver Railway Station and Iver Village; The possibility to provide a railway station car park and/or employment uses; and 
Providing a mix of residential dwellings including possible extra care provision. On the basis of the above, we have 
attached a plan (See Appendix 2) which provides an indication of how 'Land South of Iver Village' could be developed. 
Taking it to consideration of the above, please find below our response to the questions which have been presented 
within the emerging C&SBLP Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional 
economic market areas being used, on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned 
during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan process? We would like to take this opportunity in response to this 
question to state that Barton Willmore LLP have prepared a Technical Note titled 'Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire - 
Review of Objective Assessment of Overall Housing Need' (March 2016) which has been attached to these 
representations at Appendix 3. This Technical Note provides a review of the Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAN) 
which underpins the planned housing figures in the emerging C&SBLP in the context of the requirements of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the supporting Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). This Technical Note 
provides a number of observations in regards to the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA ~hich are summarised below: • The 
draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA makes no adjustment to alleviate the household formation suppression inherent in the 
2012-based CLG household projections for the 25-34 and 35-44 age group. An adjustment to the starting point 
estimate of DAN for both Chiltern and South Bucks districts would result in a significant increase to the OAN starting 
point (242 dpa in Chiltern and 336 dpa in South Bucks); • The unattributable population change (UPC) element of 
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population change should not be included in net migration trends, as established in several Local Plan examinations 
(most recently Arun District's Local Plan). The draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA includes UPC which reduces the starting 
point estimate of OAN for South Bucks, and increases it for Chiltern; • The starting point estimate of OAN (the 20l2-
based CLG household projection) is underpinned by very low assumptions of net international migration to the UK. 
Demographic-led OAN of 242 dpa in Chiltern and 336 dpa in South Bucks is considered to be the very minimum due to 
this and the suppression in household formation identified above; • Adjustment for low net international migration and 
suppressed household formation would have the potential to significantly increase demographic-led OAN for Chiltern 
and South Bucks. In the case of South Bucks this would likely exceed the emerging C&SBLP housing target (355 dpa); • 
The draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA adjustment for market signals is considered reasonable. However this should be 
applied to the demographic-led need as evidenced by the Eastleigh Local Plan decision referred to in the draft 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA, or at the very least the starting point estimate (20l2-based CLG projection). This would 
increase OAN to a minimum of 290 dpa in Chiltern and 403 dpa in South Bucks; • The draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA's 
adjustment for job growth does not go far enough. The draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA uses a 'full-time equivalent' (FTE) 
measure of job growth. As the Technical Note explains, when compared with 'workforce jobs' the FTE is much lower (in 
the case of the Experian forecasts), resulting in a much lower economic-led OAN for the joint area. This has the 
potential to underestimate OAN based on jobs growth; and • The draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA uses Oxford 
Economics and Experian Economics jobs growth forecasts. It is considered that Cambridge Econometrics forecasts 
should also be obtained in line with the triangulated method which found favour with the Local Plan Inspector in South 
Worcestershire. The Technical Note concludes that if the above pOints are addressed it is considered the OAN for 
Chiltern and South Bucks could be significantly higher, particularly in the context of South Bucks District. In addition to 
the above, and reverting back to the question in-hand, we note that South Bucks District lies within two Housing 
Market Areas: a Central Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area and a Berkshire Housing Market Area. Point 'e)' under 
paragraph 2.3 of the emerging C&SBLP states that in defining housing and economic market areas for plan-making 
purposes it is considered that the 'best fit' for a Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan is a Buckinghamshire Housing 
Market Area and Functional Economic Market Area comprising Chiltern, South Bucks, Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale 
districts. However at point 'f)' of paragraph 2.3 it states that the Berkshire authorities are undertaking their own studies 
which may come to a different conclusion for example they may conclude there are two housing market areas where 
an East Berkshire area may adjoin/partially overlap with South Bucks District. As noted within the appended Technical 
Note, South Bucks District has been included in two recent OAN reports - the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA (prepared 
by ONS) and the draft Berkshire SHMA (prepared by GL Hearn). The draft Berkshire SHMA (January 2016) concludes on 
OAN for South Bucks District of 376 dpa whilst the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA concludes an OAN of 353 dpa. The 
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draft Berkshire SHMA figure also exceeds the emerging C&SBLP target for South Bucks (355 dpa). Notwithstanding this 
the draft Berkshire SHMA figure is based on an adjustment to improve affordability only, and may well require further 
upward adjustment to alleviate household formation suppression, support job growth, and to support unmet need 
from London. It should be emphasised at this point that paragraph 47 of the NPPF states quite clearly that local 
authorities should: "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 ..... " In addition, paragraph 159 of the NPPF states that 
local planning authorities should have a clear understanding of housing needs by preparing a SHMA to assess their full 
housing needs, working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross administrative boundaries. In 
accordance with paragraph 47, based upon the most up-to-date published evidence base, the OAN figure for South 
Bucks District is 376 dpa, as concluded from the draft Berkshire SHMA, yet the C&SBLP is using the a lower figure (355 
dpa) based upon the conclusions of the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA. On this basis our client considers that the 
emerging C&SBLP is currently not meeting the full OAN for South Bucks District. Our client therefore considers that 
based upon the current evidence base and the conclusions of the appended Technical Note that further work needs to 
be undertaken, through the Duty to Co-operate process, to understand the housing needs of South Bucks District to 
ensure that the emerging C&SBLP is NPPF complaint. As stated above, we consider that the housing need, in particular 
for South Bucks District, should be significantly higher than what is currently presented within the emerging C&SBLP. 
Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely 
to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? Our client does not have any specific 
comments regarding the methodology of the draft HELAA however notes that 'Land South of Iver Village' (HELAA 
Reference SB0035) has been excluded at Stage 1 due to it being located within the Green Belt and not on previously 
developed land. However, our client is encouraged by the fact that 'Land South of Iver Village' has been included within 
a 'Built Area Extension Option' for further testing at the next stage of the Local Plan within the emerging C&SBLP (See 
page 42 (Appendix 4) of this consulted document). Further explanation of the benefits of 'Land South of Iver Village' is 
explained within responses below however as the HELAA progresses we consider that this Site should be assessed 
positively as a development opportunity which can be deliverable within the proposed plan period to 2036. 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? No comment. Question 4: Do you agree with the approach to the loint 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. Firstly we would like to emphasise that the Joint Local Plan Vision and Objectives should 
fundamentally be based upon a 'presumption in favour of sustainable development' which as indicated at paragraph 14 
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of the NPPF should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan-making and decisiontaking. It is noted at the 
top of page 10 of the emerging C&SBLP that the previous consultation has identified a number of main issues that the 
Local Plan should seek to address. We note that point 'c)' states 'HGV traffic issues and potential increases in the Iver 
area'. The client notes that HGV traffic and its impact on Iver Village is considered within the adopted South Bucks Core 
Strategy (Core Policy 16: South of Iver (Opportunity Area)) however it is clear to see that this is still a main issue which 
needs a positive solution(s). As indicated in the introduction to these representations, 'Land South of Iver Village' 
provides a potential solution to this main issue through proposing a 'relief road' to the south of Iver Village which 
would assist in reducing the amount of congestion which currently runs through the Village. In addition our client notes 
that Iver and the surrounding area is expected to develop considerably over the coming years as a result of national 
infrastructure projects such as HS2, Cross Rail and the potential Heathrow Expansion (the implications of such national 
infrastructure is also been identified as a main issue within the previous consultation (see point 'd)' at the top of page 
10 of the emerging C&SBLP)). Therefore delivering road infrastructure, such as a relief road, will help to manage the 
increase in traffic (in particular HGV movements) which will arise as these national infrastructure projects are brought 
forward. 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 loint Plan should consider and why? Firstly it 
should be emphasised that our client is encouraged that given the overall levels of need and limited scope for 
development to meet that need, that both Councils consider that there are exceptional circumstances to undertake a 
Green Belt review. We consider this is essential as there is a clear housing need which will not be achieved by simply 
bringing forth brownfield sites. On this basis, our client considers that there is a need to bring forward sustainable 
housing sites within the Green Belt, as well as brownfield sites, to ensure that the both districts are able to meet the 
full OAN. We therefore consider that the districts should be pursuing a combination of options (as listed on pages 12 to 
14 of the emerging C&SBLP) to ensure that they are able to meet this full OAN. As indicated within the introduction to 
these representations, we consider that 'Land South of Iver Village' is a good example of a sustainable location for 
development which is currently located in the Green Belt. In addition this Site could provide a number of clear benefits 
including a relief road, additional facilities and services, and housing to assist in meeting the full OAN for the districts. 
Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be 
part of these options? Please see response to Question 5. Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of 
unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? Our client is aware of the constrained nature of both Chiltern and South Bucks 
districts as a result of the Green Belt and AONB. We note that at paragraph 4.11 of the emerging C&SBLP that Chiltern 
and South Bucks districts have made submissions to the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Issues and Options consultation and 
through Duty to Co-operate discussions to explore the scope for 7,500 dwellings and supporting employment needs 
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from Chiltern/South Bucks to be planned for within Aylesbury Vale. In our view it is premature to identify a significant 
unmet housing need of 7,500 dwellings, prior to the finalisation of the Green Belt Assessment and HELAA, which will 
help to establish the capacity for future development within Chiltern and South Bucks districts. Our client therefore 
feels that Chiltern and South Bucks Districts should make every effort to meeting the full OAN within their existing 
administrative boundaries. As indicated in our response to Question 5 above, we are encouraged that both districts 
consider that there are exceptional circumstances to review the Green Belt however they must use this review to bring 
forward a sufficient amount of sites to ensure that they have the best opportunity in meeting the full OAN for both 
districts. Our client would also like to highlight that Chiltern & South Bucks Districts should be considering unmet needs 
that may arise from London boroughs. In a letter dated 27th January, Brandon Lewis (Minister of State for Housing and 
Planning) wrote to the Mayor of London, in regards to the 'Further Alterations to the London Plan', stating that 
authorities outside London face their own issues and challenges in meeting their own needs, which may impact on their 
ability to accommodate any of London's unmet housing needs. However in a recent report published by the London 
Assembly titled 'Up or Out: A false choice - Options for London's Growth' (January 2016), there are calls for the next 
London major to open a dialogue with councils around the capital in case efforts to boost housing supply with the city's 
boundaries do not meet housing demand. This report makes reference to the Inspectors Report into the 'Further 
Alterations to the London Plan' recommending that the Mayor should engage local planning authorities beyond the 
Greater London Authority's boundaries in discussions regarding accommodating sufficient numbers of new homes. 
Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? 
As indicated in our response to question 1, in line with paragraph 47 of the NPPF, local authorities should use their 
evidence base to ensure that their Local plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for affordable housing in the 
housing market area. Based upon the available evidence (the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA) the full OAN is 4,200 
affordable homes. In terms of how the districts should meet this need, our client considers that a proportion of 
affordable housing should be required from future sustainable developments unless there are appropriate viability 
reasons as to why such need cannot be achieved. Question 9: Do you have any comments on the above options to 
meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? No comment. Question 10: How do you think the 
Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? 
As we have an increasingly ageing population, our client considers that it is essential that the emerging C&SBLP should 
attempt to meet specialist elderly accommodation needs. Such need should come forward in sustainable locations 
(such as 'Land South of Iver Village') whereby future residents are within easy distance of key facilities and services to 
ensure that they are able to continue living an active lifestyle. Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage 
Strategy - for example views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of 
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place and community? Our client considers that heritage assets should be protected however such assets should not be 
considered as a barrier to sustainable development in particular in cases where the proposed development may assist 
in enhancing a heritage asset(s). Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that 
should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important locally? No comment. 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. No comment. Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? No 
comment. Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7. As indicated in response 
to Question 4, we are encouraged that the scope of policies includes a policy on 'Sustainable Development' (page 54 of 
Appendix 7) which complies with the NPPF. However we consider that this policy needs to also make reference to the 
importance of both districts bringing forth sustainable development sites to ensure that they are able to meet the full 
OAN in accordance with the NPPF. In regards to the proposed 'Development in the Green Belt' policy on page 55 of 
Appendix 7, our client considers that it is important that the emerging C&SBLP makes it clear as to those areas that are 
to be removed from the Green Belt especially regarding sites which will assist the districts in meeting housing needs. As 
stated above, our client considers that the proposed 'Housing Proposal Sites' policy on page 56 of Appendix 7 should 
also make reference to the importance of bringing forth sustainable developments to ensure that both districts are 
able to meet the full DAN in accordance with the NPPF. Our client are supportive of the proposed 'Natural 
Environmental Policies' on page 58 and 59 of Appendix 7 and consider that any future developments should maintain 
and, where possible, enhance biodiversity through the provision of green infrastructure which can also be used to 
improve recreational opportunities. Our client notes that the proposed Transport Policies on page 60 of Appendix 7 
includes a policy titled 'Iver HGV' to seek to reduce/mitigate the impact of HGV traffic. We support the council's 
proposed inclusion of this policy and consider this is an issue which requires an appropriate solution(s). As indicated 
above, we consider that 'land South of Iver Village' can provide an opportunity to improve the current situation by 
providing a relief road to the south of Iver therefore assisting in reducing the amount of traffic running through Iver 
village. We also note that there is a proposed policy title 'Transport Policies' which will set out transportation 
improvements and where relevant linked to the delivery or timing of development. We are supportive of this proposed 
policy as it will provide a chance to detail the strategic transport opportunities to come forward within the districts and 
how they will be delivered. This is essential when considering that in some parts of both districts, for example Iver and 
the surrounding area, a significant amount of development is expected to take place over the coming years as a result 
of national infrastructure projects such as HS2, Cross Rail and the potential Heathrow Expansion. Our client is 
supportive of the proposed Healthy Communities Policies on page 60 of Appendix 7 in particular 'Sports, Recreation 
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and leisure Facilities' which provides the opportunity of allocating Indoor Sports, Outdoor Sports, Recreation and 
leisure Facilities. Our client considers that it is essential that new development can assist in supporting local 
communities by providing new facilities which encourages social well-being. Question 16: Do you have any comments 
on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and Cll? On review of the Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study, we note the Settlement Findings for Iver Village and Iver Heath (Appendix 5, Figure 20). 
Our client would like to state that any proposed development for 'land South of Iver Village' will result in financial 
contributions towards infrastructure via CIl and planning obligations. However the client also considers that 'land South 
of Iver Village' has an opportunity to provide additional services and facilities to the advantage of local residents, in 
particular those residing in Iver Village, for example a new school and recreational facilities. The client is also aware 
that Chiltern and South Bucks Districts have prepared a 'Draft Iver Topic Paper' (January 2016) as evidence base to the 
current consultation. This Paper confirms that Core Policy 16 of the South Bucks Core Strategy which was to encourage 
a reduction in HGV movements within the Iver Opportunity Area, has made little impact over the last four years. The 
Paper even goes as far as stating that the number of HGV's has actually increased since the Core Strategy was adopted. 
The Paper provides aspirations for local Transport Infrastructure Schemes (page 6). One option is to provide a new road 
for HGV's avoiding Iver High Street. The Paper states that a number of options are being investigated for how this road 
might be funded (including Crossrail, Western Rail Link to Heathrow, HEX, the lEP and housing development) however 
nothing has been confirmed as of yet. Our client would like to state that as part of a proposal for 'land South of Iver 
Village', there is the opportunity to deliver a relief road to south of Iver Village to assist in reducing the amount of HGV 
movements through the Village itself which as identified within the Draft Iver Topic Paper, is of concern. Our client 
would also like to take this opportunity to state that they would be willing to discuss the delivery of this relief road with 
the South Bucks District Council as well as other relevant parties (i.e. the local Enterprise Partnership). It is also noted 
that this Draft Iver Topic Paper makes reference to improvements to Public Rights of Way (PRoW) with an aspiration to 
improve connections between Iver Village and Iver Railway Station. It particular it is noted at Appendix 2 of this Paper 
that there is an image illustrating the PRoWs running across 'Land South of Iver Village' with the intention of improving 
cycle and footpath connectivity in this location. Our client would like to take this opportunity to state that they would 
be willing to correspond with relevant parties to discuss such enhancements alongside proposals for 'Land South of Iver 
Village'. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the preparation 
of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will 
need to address? Our client would like to take to this opportunity to further discuss the Green Belt Assessment and 
Neighbourhood Planning which we would encourage the councils to consider through the preparation of the C&SBLP. 
Green Belt Assessment We note on page 16 of the emerging C&SBLP there is a section on the Green Belt Assessment 
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which confirms that the Buckinghamshire authorities are carrying out a joint assessment of the Green Belt as confirmed 
by the publication of the 'Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1', prepared by ARUP, which forms part of the 
councils evidence base. As indicated at paragraph 4.14 of the emerging C&SBLP, this current review has informed the 
inclusion of the 'Green Belt Strategic Options' set out in appendices 2 to 6 of the consulted document. As indicated in 
the introduction to these representations, our client is encouraged that 'Land South of Iver Village' has been considered 
a 'Green Belt Strategic Option' within the emerging C&SBLP. We are aware that the councils will now be considering 
the extent of land to be removed from the Green Belt through further analysis as part of 'Buckinghamshire Green Belt 
Assessment Part 2'. Our client would therefore like to take this opportunity to provide a justification as to why 'Land 
South of Iver 'should not be included within the Green Belt by stating why it does not meet the five purposes of the 
Green Belt as listed at paragraph 80 of the NPPF: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas - As concluded 
within the 'Green Belt Assessment Part 1 (January 2016) - Parcel Proforma' for 'general area 87b' for which 'Land South 
of Iver Village' is located, the Site is not at the edge of a distinct large built-up area and therefore does not meet this 
purpose. In addition any proposed development would form as a sustainable extension to Iver Village which would 
provide new facilities and services to the advantage of local residents. To prevent neighbouring towns from merging - 
Development of 'Land South of Iver Village' would ensure that an overall openness between Iver Village and Slough is 
maintained with the large majority of the Site effectively enclosed within the settlement footprint of Iver Village. Assist 
in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment- 'Land South of Iver Village' is more intrinsically aligned with the 
settlement edge of Iver Village than the wider countryside. In particular the eastern section of the Site feels enclosed 
by built form situated between Iver Village and Ridgeway Trading Estate. To preserve the setting and special character 
of historic towns - 'Land South of Iver Village' does not directly abut an identified historic core and therefore does not 
meet this purpose. To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land - As 
indicated in above, Chiltern and South Bucks Districts recognise that there are exceptional circumstances to undertake 
a Green Belt review to assess potential development opportunities on greenfield land within the Green Belt. Based 
upon the above, our client considers that 'Land South of Iver Village' does not meet the five purposes of the Green Belt 
and therefore we would encourage the councils to consider removing this Site from the Green Belt. This would then 
provide the opportunity to bring forward a sustainable development in this location which would offer a variety of 
benefits to the local area including the prospect of a relief road. Neighbourhood Planning Our clients are aware of the 
Government's continued support towards Neighbourhood Planning which is exemplified at paragraph 184 of the NPPF 
which states: "Neighbourhood planning provides a powerful set of tools for local people to ensure that they get the 
right types of development for their community." This has also been made apparent within the Government's current 
draft Housing and Planning Bill which aims to simplify and speed up the neighbourhood planning process to support 
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communities that seek to meet local housing and other development needs. On this basis, our client feels that the 
emerging C&SBLP currently does not go far enough to appropriately consider the role of Neighbourhood Planning and 
how it can be used to shape future development in both districts. As an example, we are aware that Iver Parish Council 
are currently considering a Neighbourhood Plan to cover Iver Parish. We consider that a Neighbourhood Plan within 
such a location is an important step to provide residents the opportunity to shape what comes forward within their 
Parish which is likely to see significant change over the coming years as a result of national infrastructure projects. We 
also see a significant opportunity via this process to work with the local community to develop emerging proposal for 
'Land South of Iver Village' which, as already indicated within these representations, would bring significant benefits to 
the surrounding area. In particular we are aware that residents of Iver have, for a number years, been concerned about 
the amount of HGV movements running through their village. Summary We hope the above representations will be of 
assistance to you as the emerging C&SBLP continues to progress towards adoption. We consider that both councils 
have a duty to bring forth sustainable sites to meet full objectively assessed housing needs. We are aware that due to 
the constrained nature of both districts that this will be challenging however we are encouraged that the councils do 
consider that there are exceptional circumstances to undertake a Green Belt review. We are also encouraged that 'Land 
South of Iver Village' is included as a 'Built Area Extension Option' and would emphasise once again the clear benefits 
that 'Land South of Iver Village' would bring if it was brought forward for development including the opportunity to 
provide a relief road, additional services and facilities, enhanced pedestrian and cycle access, a possible railway station 
car park and/or employment uses, and a mix of residential dwellings (including the possibility of extra care provision). 
We would therefore ask the councils to consider removing 'Land South of Iver Village' from the Green Belt. 

Rep3323 Paul 
Nicholls 

Question 1 At a local level, a 12% increase in houses in Little Chalfont over recent years means the village has had 
proportionally much more than an even share of development when compared with Amersham, Chesham or Chalfont 
St Peter. Little Chalfont’s station serves primarily London commuters, who are lucky to find a seat, suggesting the line is 
already at capacity. This is true of other essential infrastructure such as schools, roads and utilities, and this has been 
the case for several years. As a village, Little Chalfont is not a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’ and it is disingenuous to 
categorise it as one simply to set it up as a focus for substantial further development. This status should be removed. It 
is good to note that the joining of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plans is seen as ‘best fit’ for the Buckinghamshire 
Housing Market Area and Functional Economic Market Area comprising Chiltern, South Bucks, Wycombe and Aylesbury 
Vale districts, and not best fit for the Berkshire districts. Paragraph 87 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
states: “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”. The Green Belt is an essential characteristic of the area 
around Little Chalfont. We chose to live here precisely because of that sense of green space. People from outside 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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area visit in large numbers to experience nature and to enjoy the many walks the area offers; the Green Belt 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 release it. Question 2 Paragraph 3.2 references the assessment of Green Belt land for 
development purposes. The paragraph makes no reference to the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which the 
government has pledged to protect in line with National Parks. This should override the Green Belt assessment – by 
excluding AONB-designated areas, the Council can reduce the cost of further stages of assessment. Question 4 I believe 
that the joint Local Plan should be approached on with an overarching objective of retaining and subsequently 
protecting both the AONB and Green Belt. Question 5 Little Chalfont should be removed from the proposed hierarchy 
of settlements and should not be considered a ‘main settlement for growth’. The village has had a percentage growth 
in dwellings of 12.4% between April 2006 to March 2014, compared with Amersham (5.3%), Chesham (4%), and 
Chalfont St Peter (7.7%). We have already had more than our fair share of development. Question 6 Option B. Changes 
to these areas must not be detrimental to their existing character, for example by increasing the density of dwellings. 
Appropriate expansion of the areas would be welcome, more widely to preserve their character. Option C. Any 
extension to the village of little Chalfont would remove those areas from the AONB and Green Belt and is 
inappropriate. Option J. Disagree for Little Chalfont, where the station is already at peak-time capacity and further 
development would provide no benefit. Option K (v). The proposal in to go straight from AONB to employment on the 
outskirts of the village, towards Chorleywood, is entirely misguided and inappropriate. Question 7 Paragraph 89 of the 
NPPF gives the following guidance on what constitutes appropriate development: “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; the 
extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in disproportionate additions over and above the 
size of the original building; the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not 
materially larger than the one it replaces; limited infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local community 
needs under policies set out in the Local Plan; or limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously 
developed sites (brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary buildings), which 
would not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of including land within it than the 
existing development”. None of the above includes unmet housing need as an exception that justifies development in 
the Green Belt. There is the possible exception of limited affordable housing for local community needs, which has 
already been delivered to meet the needs of the Little Chalfont community at the Sawmills and Donkey Field sites. The 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

281 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

unmet housing need as identified in the consultation document is therefore deemed, under the NPPF, as inappropriate 
grounds for development on the Green Belt. Question 8 A significant number of affordable homes have already been 
delivered to meet the needs of the Little Chalfont community at the Sawmills and Donkey field sites. I request that the 
Plan delivers means of retaining affordable homes whenever they may be sold on, to prevent them from re-entering 
the general market. Question 9 Support option a) only. Question 11 The Council’s draft joint Heritage Strategy states 
that “the mix of traditional rural industry through to Victorian industry, metro land expansion and more modern 
development” make up the heritage of the district. I would add: Little Chalfont’s heritage lies also in its open fields and 
natural woodlands, and the surrounding Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, all of which are worthy of continued 
protection from any form of development. Question 12 Suggest Little Chalfont Nature Park be added to the list of 
heritage sites. Question 15 Affordable Housing, wherever provided, should remain Affordable Housing to avoid erosion 
of the provision. It should not be possible for to sell these on as regular housing stock. This may be a Sustainability 
Policy, although Affordable Housing is currently not included in that section. Question 17 I take the opportunity here to 
comment on a section of the consultation document not covered by a dedicated question. This is not in alignment with 
the rest of the document, which is careful to ask questions at the end of each other section that commences with a 
bold heading. Given that this is possibly the most important issue within the consultation document, I am concerned 
that the absence of a consultation question is a genuine omission. “Green Belt Assessment 4.14 In order to inform the 
above spatial strategy options and development potential the Buckinghamshire authorities are carrying out a joint 
assessment of the Green Belt. 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.e. although fulfilling a Green Belt purpose, 
would be the least damaging to the Green Belt if removed should exceptional circumstances be able to be 
demonstrated). This review has informed the options set out in appendices 2 to 6 as areas for testing and in places the 
options include land beyond that recommended in the Green Belt Assessment Part 1. The reasoning for this is to 
ensure that the next stage of the Joint Local Plan fully tests the reasonable scope for meeting development needs, 
should exceptional circumstances require, so that different levels of impact on the Green Belt can be tested against 
needs to inform later plan stages”. This states that Part 1 of the assessment has established an agreed methodology. It 
is not clear with whom this was agreed – did residents miss an earlier consultation? The ‘agreed methodology’ has the 
following purpose, as defined in Section 1.2.2 of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1A: Methodology 
dated 11 August 2015: “Draw on best practice in Green Belt assessments in order to establish a robust methodology for 
assessing the Green Belt in Buckinghamshire against the five purposes of the Green Belt established in the NPPF; 
Identify and delineate logical and justified parcels of Green Belt land for assessment, review each land parcel against 
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the five Green Belt purposes, evaluate and score the individual land parcels and present clear, comprehensive and fully 
justified conclusions on the performance of each land parcel; Consider whether any land not currently within the Green 
Belt fulfils Green Belt purposes and whether there is justification for including land within the Green Belt. Any such 
proposals should be consistent with the NPPF and include precisely defined boundaries”. At no point does the brief 
extend itself to considering the possible subdivision, merging or absorption of one parcel into another, which has been 
suggested for Parcel 29 (to be divided) and Parcel 35 (to be merged with the adjacent slice of Parcel 29 selected for 
division) for assessment under Stage 2. Parcel 29 is already wholly in the AONB, which should confer AONB status on 
the entire new parcel. Parcel 35 is worthy of further examination, as the Methodology has been mis-applied resulting in 
an error. The parcel has been correctly identified under Purpose 3 as having less than 5% (well less, in fact) of built 
area, and the Methodology scores this at a rating of at least 4; the actual assessment shows a score of only 3. The 
parcel can be clearly viewed from Burtons Lane, where the view is quite stunning, unspoilt and rural, being over 
pasture with woodland in the distance, as shown below. It is a shame that the images contained in the assessment do 
not include this view: From this direction, taken from the edge of the site running along Burtons Lane, the parcel should 
surely be rated 5 under Purpose 3? Please ensure this is corrected before proceeding with the local plan, as this will 
rightly remove the parcel from further consideration. The same mistake has also been made in relation to parcels 14b 
and 29 and should be corrected there as well. It is my opinion that all these parcels should also be scored 5 under 
Purpose 3. Parcel 22a scores 5, yet is recommended for division east of Bell Lane for subsequent consideration in Stage 
2. This is an area of particular beauty, especially when viewed from the Latimer Road and Latimer Place; it forms one 
side of the Chess Valley, which has one of the last 200 chalkstreams to host brown trout in the world. It is entirely 
inappropriate to consider the division and subsequent reassessment of such a special location. It is noted with some 
dismay that over the past few weeks a series of trenches has been dug within the parcel, to test for foundations. The 
work was conducted in the field between Westwood Park and Stoney Lane, presumably at some cost to someone, and 
it is hoped that this is speculative and not indicative of any prior agreement for release of the land for development. 
Parcels 28 scores 5 and has been identified in Stage 1 as not suitable for further consideration at Stage 2. The potential 
release of part of this parcel for employment development (i.e. an industrial estate), together with a part of the 
remainder of 29 not proposed for merger with 35, is entirely unjustified: parcels 28 and 29 should be removed from 
Stage 2 assessment. “4.15 The extent of land to be removed from the Green Belt will be considered through further 
analysis as part of Part 2 of the Green Belt Assessment, updating of the draft HELAA, views expressed as part of this 
consultation, on- going sustainability appraisal, infrastructure assessment, other evidence base considerations and duty 
to co-operate discussions”. This is written as though removal of land from the Green Belt is inevitable, which is not the 
case. I again request the Council saves time and money from future stages by stating clearly that the existing Green Belt 
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is not available for development. “4.16 Importantly a significant part of the Joint Local Plan Green Belt is within the 
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and/or has other constraints such as having important heritage, 
biodiversity or open space value which has not been assessed in Part 1 of the Green Belt Assessment for development 
potential. Therefore although land may be identified as an option for removal from the Green Belt at this stage this 
does not mean that if removed it will necessarily be appropriate for development or development potential may be 
limited”. This is a reassuring position, supporting the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) guidance on planning 
practice, which requires the protection of both the AONB and the Green Belt. The AONB affords a higher level of 
protection from development than Green Belt. This makes the Green Belt assessment for the most part a relatively 
pointless exercise, since a higher level of protection is often already provided and the assessment is, in large part, a 
waste of resources. Where Green Belt is not within the AONB, conducting an assessment may possibly be valid. 
Regardless, the methodology has not always been followed correctly, with possible adverse consequences for Green 
Belt parcels both inside and outside the AONB (see above). In conclusion: “The Council is a member of the Chilterns 
Conservation Board, which has an active role in coordinating 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”. This is from your own website. I hope that my response, along with the vast majority of responses to 
your consultation, will remind the Council of how passionate its residents are about leaving the AONB and Green Belt 
intact, and underline the importance of the Council standing by this commitment. I quote also from the current 
Government’s own manifesto (2015): “Britain’s ‘green and pleasant land’ is not some relic from a bygone era, to be 
mourned and missed: it’s the living, breathing backdrop to our national life. Our moors and meadows, wildlife and 
nature, air and water are a crucial part of our national identity and make our country what it is. So we care about them 
deeply, want to protect them for everyone and pass them onto future generations… We will protect the Green Belt, 
and maintain national protections for Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty…” The countryside does indeed need 
protecting: it is a key element of what makes Britain such a special place to live. The government is pledged to protect 
it, our visitors appreciate it, and we should be grateful that we were so visionary in the mid-20th century when the 
Green Belt was established. Please do not ignore all these commitments. Will you succeed if you determine that 
development of the AONB and Green Belt is not permissible? Or will you succeed if you give swathes of it up, spending 
its long-term purpose on convenient short-term gain? To cede this vital ‘green lung’ now will set the precedent for 
future gradual erosion, whether in 10, 20 or 50 years time. Now is the time to support the government, listen to your 
residents and take a firm stand against using the AONB and Green Belt for development. I finish with this wonderfully 
appropriate extract from ‘The Road to Little Dribbling’, by Bill Bryson: “Nothing – and I mean, really, absolutely nothing 
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– is more extraordinary in Britain than the beauty of the countryside…the most dreamily-spired, cathedral-rich, castle-
strewn, abbey-bedecked, folly-scattered, green-wooded, winding-laned, sheep-dotted, plumply-hedgerowed, well-
tended, sublimely decorated 50,138 square miles the world has ever known… all of it adding up to something that is, 
quite often, perfect. What an achievement that is.”  

Rep3324 Mr 
Vic Davies 

This comment refers to the plans to develop land in and around Little Chalfont for housing and employment purposes, 
as set out in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2014-2036. The plan calls for approximately 12% growth in 
housing in Little Chalfont. This compares with a predicted increase in the UK population over the period 2012 to 2036 
of some 16% (HMG2014). There is an obviously a caveat in this, in that it is not possibly to ascertain from the HMG data 
how these population growth figures were calculated, i.e. to what extent do they seek to take account of migration into 
the UK, from the EU and elsewhere, which may or not may not alter these population projections and which is 
obviously dependent upon the results of the referendum in June 2016. However, if we allow for the HMG figures being 
correct, then a 12% increase in a local population may not seem too bad, when set against a national increase of 15%. 
But population growth is not a simple matter of births. It is also about deaths. Or in this case the lack of them. If we 
look at the HMG’s figures for England, we can see that these growth trends can be analysed by age ranges. This 
indicates an uneven rate of growth by age, with a particular emphasis on significant increases in those of school age, 
and more importantly, those over 65. These two groups are not economically self sufficient, in that they rely on 
national and local government services much more than other age groups, whilst making little or no contribution to tax 
revenues. Yet even in 2016, providing these services to these age groups is already proving to be too expensive for local 
government to provide, whilst at the same time national government is seeking to remove itself from directly paying 
for provision of services to these groups. At the same time there is a desire to remove restrictions on property 
developers to increase new housing stock as quickly as possible by allowing them to gain faster assess to land to build 
on. But this is not being matched by ensuring that property developments do meet specific social needs, other than 
creating an initial provision for ‘social housing’ which is vague in the definition of what the phrase ‘social housing’ 
actually means, and where the quota for such ‘social housing’ is often reduced at later date. Allied to this is the fact 
that developers seek to build properties that will suit their short term business objectives and profit targets, rather 
than long term social needs. Builders therefore utilise methods that enable standardisation, developed from previous 
experience, to secure the best profit margins. Thus even in 2016, where digital technology and the environment are the 
norm, developers are not physically constructing housing with digital technology or fuel saving imbedded within 
houses. Housing is therefore being built as a reflection of the world as it was, not as it is, or will be. The population 
predictions for 2036 indicates we will not be living in a ‘young 2.4 kids’ nuclear family’ world. But are we still intent on 
building houses based upon the idea that world still looks like that, simply because it is easier and more profitable for 
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developers to build for it? Go beyond, this, and apart from building in access to road, sewage and energy, all early 20th 
century provisions, then no attempt is made by developers to create social provision fit for a 21st century population. 
So to recap. We have a population with a profile that will require more and more resources that the local authorities 
will in the eyes of the public have ultimate responsibility for, but which it has less direct control over, either in terms of 
physical infrastructure, or in terms of services to provide for groups using that infrastructure. Whilst at the same time 
there will be a growing need for services for school children and older age groups. Match this alongside housing 
developments that the same authority has less control over, particularly if the housing stock that is built is for profit 
and not societal needs, with little or no account taken of the need for social and leisure space, medical and educational 
facilities, transport links and technological access. What could that mean? The subsequent result of a development of 
this size will therefore see demands on the local authority that it may not have planned for, and certainly will not be 
able to sustain. This in turn will create massive difficulties for the political parties running those authorities, as the older 
age groups tend to be conscientious voters, whilst the lack of these services, particularly in relation to child care, 
welfare and education will alienate other key sections of the population. Is this a risk the local authority wishes to take, 
or does it feel that in 20 years’ time it will be someone else’s problem? The key question therefore is, are the local 
authorities looking at housing provision blindly, without examining what this means in terms of demands on their own 
services and budgets, and the potential fall out from this, not just for the population of Little Chalfont, but for the 
authorities themselves? Of course those in power may say that they have taken this into account. In which case they 
will not mind publishing the detailed analysis that they have done illustrating what the impact of 100% increase in the 
over 70-year-old population will have on the type of housing that will be needed over this period, matched against the 
projections in terms of what this implies in social welfare provision funding for this group. Furthermore, critical to this 
discussion how does that relate to this proposed expansion of not just the population in Little Chalfont, but across the 
region? We therefore strongly object to the plans for this development because they lack any evidence of a detailed 
analysis of HMG’s own data on population growth within key age groups and what this means for the local authority’s 
ability to effectively and efficiently service the social and welfare needs of the population in Little Chalfont once the 
development has taken place. To indiscriminately allow this proposal to go ahead without carrying out this analysis and 
publicly publishing the results of this, is both dictatorial and social unjust, whilst it will further erode public faith in local 
government’s ability to supply political and social democracy in our society.  

Rep3325 Dr 
Robert Shih 

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

 
 

Rep3327 Mrs 
Sharon 

1. I can't download the consultation document so I can't specifically answer the questions. These should be available on 
the online system if you wish questions to be answered. 2. I object to the short length of time taken to make objections 
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Spellman once the Parish Council had made a presentation to the residents. 3. The poor performance of Stoke Poges Parish 
Council in making the residence aware of the procedure and the plans that they have in place. 4. Arup were paid to find 
suitable sites. SBDC have not paid to attention to the recommendations. 5. I object to Stoke Poges Parish Council 
suggesting that a local amenity the playing fields in plough lane be considered as an alternative site. 

Rep3328 Mr 
Raimonds 
Pikelis 

Upper Stone Meadow in Chalfont St Giles should not be considered for anything other than what it is "GREEN BELT" It 
would be inappropriate for a change of designation and to be downgraded from GREEN BELT and to allow the 
possibility for property development for the following reasons. It is a flood plain for the River Misbourne. Any 
development would be against the advice and recommendations from all levels of planning authorities, including the 
Environment Agency. It has had major floods in recent years which have impacted on village life significantly. Any 
development in that area will exacerbate the problems. It is inappropriate to consider the possibility of a development 
of this size in the village because it will not be able to absorb it with many negative consequences. 

  

Rep3329 Mr 
David Tarn 

THIS CONSULTATION PROCESS HAS BEEN A TOTAL DISGRACE, AS ARE THE PROPOSALS FOR TOTALLY UNSUITABLE 
DEVELOPMENT ON GREENBELT LAND, AND IN THE CHILTERN HILLS AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY. TALK OF 
CHANGING DEFINITIONS OF GREENBELT IN ORDER TO PERMIT DEVELOPMENT IS AN UNACCEPTABLE BETRAYAL OF 
PREVIOUS COMMITMENTS TO PROTECT THE REMNANTS OF OUR ONCE BEAUTIFUL, GREEN AND PLEASANT LAND. IN 
PARTICULAR, PROPOSALS FOR INDUSTRIAL UNITS IN THE BEUTIFULL CHESHAM VALE AND ALONG THE ASHLEY GREEN 
ROAD ARE OUTRAGEOUS AND ABSOLUTELY UNNECESSARY. WE ALREADY HAVE UNUSED INDUSTRIAL UNITS AND 
THERE ARE OTHER MUCH MORE SUITABLE BROWNFIELD SITES AVAILABLE IF THEY ARE EVER NEEDED. THE LACK OF A 
GENUINE ATTEMPT BY THE COUNCILS INVOLVED TO GET THE OPINION OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC ON THESE MATTERS IS 
APPALLING. HARDLY ANYONE HAS ANY IDEA ABOUT WHAT IS BEING PROPOSED, AND THIS IS DUE TO A DELIBERATE 
SUBVERSION OF DEMOCRACY TO TRY AND PUSH THROUGH DREADFUL PLANS THAT WOULD EMPHATICALLY BE 
REJECTED BY THE LOCAL POPULATION IF THEY HAD BEEN PROPERLY INFORMED AND CONSULTED, WHICH THEY MOST 
DEFINITELY HAVE NOT. THESE PROPOSALS ARE HEAVILY AND UNFAIRLY BURDENING THE CHESHAM AREA RATHER 
THAN SPREADING THE DEVELOPMENTS AROUND OTHER LOCATIONS AND ARE UNACCEPTABLE. ALSO UNACCEPTABLE 
ARE THE THREATS THAT THE GOVERNMENT WILL IMPOSE DEVELOPMENT. THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD BE 
GIVING LEADERSHIP AND HAVING THE BACKBONE TO OPPOSE THE GOVERNMENT AND PROTECT. THE COUNTRYSIDE 
AND TOWNS AND VILLAGES THEY ARE SUPPOSED TO REPRESENT AND NOT BE COMPLICIT IN DESPOILING THEM. ONLY 
HITLER COULD HAVE CONCEIVED MORE DESTRUCTIVE PLANS FOR US AND WE EVENTUALLY DEFEATED HIM. THESE 
PROPOSALS ARE A PLAN FOR THE WORST KIND OF VANDALISM. HERE TODAY AND GONE TOMORROW PETTY OFFICIALS 
HAVE NO LEGITIMATE AUTHORITY TO DESPOIL WHAT BELONGS TO EVERYONE AND TO ALL GENERATIONS. NOR DOES 
THE GOVERNMENT HAVE A MANDATE TO IMPOSE OR EVEN ALLOW THE DESTRUCTION OF OUR NATURAL 
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ENVIRONMENT AND STILL LESS DOES IT HAVE A MANDATE TO LOOSEN THE HARD WON PROTECTION THE AREA 
ALREADY ENJOYS. THE JOB OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT IS TO DEFEND THIS PROTECTED STATUS AND EXTEND IT, NOT BE A 
PART OF ITS DESTRUCTION. THERE HAS ALREADY BEEN MORE HOUSE BUILDING AND DEVELOPMENT IN RECENT YEARS 
THAN THE LOCAL INFRASTUCTURE CAN COPE WITH. THE LACK OF DRAINAGE AND SEWERAGE TO COPE WITH AN 
INCREASE IN POPULATION AND THE LACK OF OTHER AMENITIES HAS NOT BEEN ADDRESSED. THE PROPOSALS FOR 
INDUSTRIAL UNITS IN PARTICULAR, WOULD MASSIVELY INCREASE THE CONGESTION AND POLLUTION AND GRID 
LOCKING OF THE LOCAL ROADS. THESE PROPOSALS ARE TOTALLY UNACCEPTABLE, THINK AGAIN. 

Rep3330 Mr 
Aaron Walsh 

Comments in Relation to land parcel 57a. Overall NA numbers do not seem credible do they reflect normal anticipated 
development in this 20 year window as the need will be full-filled in part through this organic process. Arup document 
assess Green Belt on 5 principles based on specific local geography and suitability during the presentation in GX it was 
stated the council experts have assessed errors within as similar parcels of land were not treated the same so the 
council experts overruled the Arup recommendations. This is simply illogical the assessment must by definition be 
location specific. Why engage Arup if the expertise is already available internally? The parcel of land 57a is currently 
Green Belt and defines the rural setting along the east boundary of Gerrards Cross. The area is 8 ha in size and from the 
presentations the plan is looking for 15 ha in total for the whole of the county. This need must surely be satisfied 
spread throughout the county and not 50% in one location? The topography of the existing land is not very suitable for 
access or development given the change in levels that exist this would pose challenges to development and eventual 
land use and access thereto would not be available presumably from the A413 dual carriageway. The purpose of green 
belt classification is to protect against development so that the lands remain as countryside settings and provide a 
wider ammenity to the local community. All the trees on the 57a parcel of land are under Tree Protection Orders so 
that the area may not be developed and maintains the current habitat it provides for wildlife and birds within. This 
needs to be maintained. The trees on the land provide environmental protection to the east boundary of Gerrards 
Cross by way of drainage, noise abatement to the busy A413 dual carriageway, and shelter due to density and height of 
the trees. The parcel of land 57a is in a flood plain along the A413 area and particularily so for parcel 57b on the other 
side of the A413. Any development here would effectively join Gerrards Cross to Chalfont St Peter. The existing 
developments in parcel 57b are not occupied and therefore call into question the statistical needs analysis on which 
the 20 year plan relies. The parcel of land 57a has public trails through it which are enjoyed by all the local residents 
and although the current owners consulted with the locals on use of this land and set out trails and benches within this 
wooded land this was subsequently withdrawn completely when efforts to get village green status were employed. The 
vaues of the existing properties along the Lower Road will be affected by plans such as the Council now propose and it 
will completely alter the rural setting and experience it provides to the Gerrads Cross east boundary. On the larger plan 
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wishes, where will the additional capacity come from for schools, health care and infrastructure provisions required to 
meet the potential demands and all this will only add to the traffic congestion and stretched resources currently 
available. 

Rep3331 Mr 
Jonathan 
Apline 

I would like to lodge my objection to any plans for the Green Belt land in Little Chalfont to be released for housing and 
employment development. Any new housing or industrial estates would severely overload the local infrastructure 
including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, schools, health care, water and waste management. However, 
more critically, the proposed development would inevitably result in the loss of Little Chalfont in its current form. Little 
Chalfont has a unique village character that feels genuinely worth preserving. Especially so, given its proximity to 
London. It is my belief that the Green Belt policy was, in part, designed to protect places like Little Chalfont. This plan 
feels hugely short-sighted and lacking any appreciation of what is valuable about this area of Buckinghamshire. 
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Rep3332 Mrs 
Amelia 
Reimink 

I am totally against building industrial buildings on our green belt. The chilterns are being ruined and our beautiful town 
is being damaged by more and more building. Nashleigh hill is an extremely important piece of land for many local 
residents and is a rare expanse of green within the town for our children to enjoy. Please don't ruin it! We will never 
get the green belt back. Once it's gone, it's gone. Forever. 

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

Rep3333 
Master Louis 
Evans 

I am a pupil at the Chalfont St peter Academy. I use Mill Meadow a lot. I use the playing fields on Mill Meadow whilst at 
school for my PE and Games lessons, cross country running, athletics training and inter-house school events. If you take 
this away we will not be able to undertake these activities, which goes against the Governments current campaign to 
encourage children to be more active. Where would we then undertake these activities which is within walking 
distance and not hazardous for large numbers of school children can walk to? My friends and I meet at the play area 
and skate park within Mill Meadow over the weekends and as it is central to the village, we can all walk from our 
homes. If you move this outside we will not be able to do this, again stopping our physical activities. 

  

Rep3334 Mrs 
Elva Walsh 

Comments in Relation to land parcel 57a. Overall NA numbers do not seem credible do they reflect normal anticipated 
development in this 20 year window as the need will be full-filled in part through this organic process. Arup document 
assess Green Belt on 5 principles based on specific local geography and suitability during the presentation in GX it was 
stated the council experts have assessed errors within as similar parcels of land were not treated the same so the 
council experts overruled the Arup recommendations. This is simply illogical the assessment must by definition be 
location specific. Why engage Arup if the expertise is already available internally? The parcel of land 57a is currently 
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Green Belt and defines the rural setting along the east boundary of Gerrards Cross. The area is 8 ha in size and from the 
presentations the plan is looking for 15 ha in total for the whole of the county. This need must surely be satisfied 
spread throughout the county and not 50% in one location? The topography of the existing land is not very suitable for 
access or development given the change in levels that exist this would pose challenges to development and eventual 
land use and access thereto would not be available presumably from the A413 dual carriageway. The purpose of green 
belt classification is to protect against development so that the lands remain as countryside settings and provide a 
wider ammenity to the local community. All the trees on the 57a parcel of land are under Tree Protection Orders so 
that the area may not be developed and maintains the current habitat it provides for wildlife and birds within. This 
needs to be maintained. The trees on the land provide environmental protection to the east boundary of Gerrards 
Cross by way of drainage, noise abatement to the busy A413 dual carriageway, and shelter due to density and height of 
the trees. The parcel of land 57a is in a flood plain along the A413 area and particularily so for parcel 57b on the other 
side of the A413. Any development here would effectively join Gerrards Cross to Chalfont St Peter. The existing 
developments in parcel 57b are not occupied and therefore call into question the statistical needs analysis on which 
the 20 year plan relies. The parcel of land 57a has public trails through it which are enjoyed by all the local residents 
and although the current owners consulted with the locals on use of this land and set out trails and benches within this 
wooded land this was subsequently withdrawn completely when efforts to get village green status were employed. The 
vaues of the existing properties along the Lower Road will be affected by plans such as the Council now propose and it 
will completely alter the rural setting and experience it provides to the Gerrads Cross east boundary. On the larger plan 
wishes, where will the additional capacity come from for schools, health care and infrastructure provisions required to 
meet the potential demands and all this will only add to the traffic congestion and stretched resources currently 
available. 

Rep3335 Miss 
J Shih 

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

  
 

Rep3336 Miss 
Deborah 
Wilbee 

The thought that the green fielded and wooded areas which I have grown up walking and continue to do so until this 
day could be replaced with industrial buildings makes me sick to my stomach, shocked, appalled, exasperated, 
desperate. Desperate for this not to happen. It would be such a loss to the many many walkers that use it on a daily 
basis, the animals that reside in the area, the beauty of the place. That it is even a consideration makes me think the 
world has gone crazy. Please, walk from Ashley Green up to Pond Park via the vale and the Nash, it's beautiful, awe 
inspiring and absolutely needed to keep us fro losing our minds in the hustle and bustle of the built up busy modern 
world. I will definitely move away if this goes ahead, if I have children I want them to be able to explore woodland 
walks and footpaths as I have. Please, have some respect for our beautiful countryside. 

The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036.  
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Rep3337 Mr 
Will Dickson 

There is no consideration for the wider population in these plans, just a tick box to cover the number of homes to be 
built. There is no reference to the severe transport limitations that are already present in the local area in these plans, 
nor is the current condition of the roads acceptable to increase traffic movements by 2000 per day as an absolute 
minimum.  

  

Rep3338 Mr 
Richards 

We strongly object to the use of an area of outstanding natural beauty surrounding chalfont st giles as building land 
and feel that the new homes will put a huge strain on public services, extra traffic etc. And destroy more beautiful 
countryside. 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
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scale of development and 
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Rep3339 Mrs 
Sara Kent 

Having read the plan I feel obliged to put across my objections to the potential land grab on Chesham's Nashleigh Hill, 
the Vale and Ashley Green/Berkhamsted Road for industrial purposes. My reasons are as follows: - the locations are 
not suitable for heavy traffic; Chesham already has traffic issues with heavy traffic contributing to the proven poor air 
quality in Chesham - Chesham as a whole does not have the infrastructure to cope with the additional traffic and 
population increase any such developments will bring - the natural gradient of Nashleigh Hill does not lend itself to 
development and with accessible green space slowly being eroded it would not make economic sense to develop on 
such an incline. Development on this green space could prove to further worsen the flooding issues along the Vale - 
Berkhampstead Fields has been designated A Local Wildlife Site - see this lilnk - 
http://www.chesham.gov.uk/Open_Spaces/Berkhampstead_Field.aspx - Re 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. This space is used constantly by dog walkers, families, children, footballers, tobogganers, kite flyers etc. 
not to mention travelling fairs, and is vital recreation space for the north end of town which doesn't have any other 
open green space -The Ashley green road is also not suitable for heavy industrial usage, being single lane. Locations for 
development along the nearby A41 would make far more sense -more brownfield sites such as those previously used 
for industrial usage should be re-used (e.g. Bellingdon Road/Ashridge Road, Preston Road) Whiilst I understand the 
need for more housing and employment opportunities, and do not disagree with the identification of the land along 
Lycrombe for residential useage, looking at the map Appendix 6, I would suggest that Chesham has an unfair 
proportion of land identified for potential industrial use compared with other parts of the region. Chesham often draws 
the 'short straw' in consultations such as this. Chesham is part of the AONB as part of the Chilterns and should not be 
unfairly put upon at the detriment to its own heritage. It is noticeable that certain areas of the region under discussion 
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do not have any identified land for industrial useage and I would argue that this needs to be considered more 
holistically. 

Rep3340 Mr 
Philip 
Modiano 

I would like to comment on the Arup assessment and recommendations for the areas designated as 13a, 14a, 15, and 
16b (all to the East of Chesham). The report insufficently scores these areas, and recommends 13a and parts of 15 for 
further consideration for exclusion from the green belt/for development. These areas are all essential to the 
preservation of the green belt between Chesham, Berkhemsted and Hemel Hempstead, and the report's methodology 
here (perhaps elsewhere, that is outside my concern) of considering small parcels seems to not allow for the fact that 
reducing green belt between these large towns will exactly undermine Purposes (2) and (3); and undermine the AONB 
in 16b with important leisure value for school children, ramblers etc. The photos shown in the pro-forma reports are 
wholly inadequate and misleading (though this is not important of itself it contributes to the undervaluation). !6b 
contains several areas overlooking historic Chesham which has not been assessed properly, as well as the AONB which 
would make it score far higher under purposes (3) and (4) Consideration of further development (RGA-3, RSA-6) in 
parcels 13a and 15 respectively are unnecessary given the extensive areas within Chesham itself that can and should be 
more intensively used. 

  

Rep3341 Mr 
Patrick 
Moloney 

Proposed Option of development of current farm land between Bull Lane and the A40. More traffic on Bull Lane is not 
sustainable - it is already over used by both cars and commercial traffic. It is already unsafe for pedestrians with only 
limited foot paths, it has two schools and traffic bottlenecks are a regular occurance every day. The proposed 
development would be in direct contravention of the purposes of the Green Belt i.e. - it would cause considerable 
sprawl with a large built up area - it would add to the merging of Gerrrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter - it would 
encroach on a current working farm and as a result undermine farming production and the overall countryside. 
Services in Gerrards Cross are already under pressure in terms of schools, medical centres, water, sewerage, parking, 
traffic and related access to train station. 

  

Rep3342 Ms 
Joanna 
Singleton 

Ref: Local Plan Consultation - Chalfont St Peter & Gerrards Cross. I am writing to object to the proposals outlined in the 
Local Planning Consultation for Gerrards Cross and surrounding area on the following grounds: 1. The area designated 
on the plan for residential and employment development is Green Belt land. The purpose of green belt is to prevent 
urban sprawl and ribbon development. The green belt around London has been in existence since the 1940’s to prevent 
London’s spread to neighboring towns and villages. The Green Belt will already be damaged by the incursion of HS2 and 
the proposals will only serve to denigrate it further. 2. A significant proportion of land proposed for residential and 
business development is widely used by a significant number of local residents and represents a wide range of 
biodiversity e.g. alongside the Misbourne and north of the epilepsy society with a wide range of footpaths, horse riing 
trails etc. There is no clear proposal for how this would be replaced. Furthermore the Misbourne valley floods regularly 
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and is clearly unsuitable for housing. 3. The infrastructure in Chalfont St Peter and surrounds is hopelessly inadequate 
to cope with any further scale development. Schools, local NHS services etc. are significantly over-subscribed. Many 
roads off the A413 are single lane or narrow 2-lane b-roads and traffic at peak times is dreadful – and these lanes have 
become rat runs for those trying to avoid traffic (e.g. West Hyde Lane to M25, Welders Lane to M40). Traffic will be 
further worsened during the HS2 construction phase. The Chiltern Train line is overwhelmed – I can never get a seat on 
my journey to Marylebone. Furthermore infrastructure that cannot be seen is regularly shown to be inadequate - e.g. 
the regular flooding in Market Place. 4. Chalfont St Peter is already seeing significant development with the provision of 
housing on the Holy Cross site with no additional infrastructure provision. 5. The quantum scale of development is 
completely out of character with a village and represents significant over-development.  

to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036.  

Rep3343 Mrs 
Alison Pirouet 

i HAVE READ THROUGH THE PLAN AND FIND NO MENTION OR RECEOMMENDATION REGARDING HOUSING FOR SINGLE 
PEOPLE OR YOUNG PEOPLE. WE HAVE REFERENCE TO HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY BUT NOTHING FOR THE YOUNG. 
YOUNG PEOPLE THAT HAVE BEEN BOUGHT UP AND EDUCATED IN THIS AREA, STAND NO CHANCE AT ALL ON GETTING 
ON EITHER THE PRIVATE OR SOCIAL HOUSING LADDERS. AS WE ARE NOT BUILDING THE SMALLER ONE BEDROOM 
FLATS, STUDIO FLATS OR EVEN BEDSITS TO ENABLE THEN TO RENT AT SOCIAL NOT AFFORDABLE RENTS, AS THEY ARE 
ON LOW INCOME/MINIMUM AND THEREFORE NOT IN A POSITION TO AFFORD EITHER THE AFFORDABLE AT 80% OF 
PRIVATE RENTAL OR EVEN PRIVATE RENTAL ITSELF. THIS HAS TO BE ADDRESSED AS WE HAVE SO MANY SOFA SURFING 
OR WAITING FOR PRIVATE ROOMS IT IS THE HIDDEN HOMELESS AND THIS PLAN MAKES NO RECOMMENDATION AT ALL 
FOR THEM. ALSO I READ THAT THE INDUSTRIAL AREA BACK OF VALE ROAD GOING UP TOWARDS ASHLEY GREEN 
INCLUDES NASH REC AND BERKHAMSPTEAD FIELD, ACCORDING TO YOUR MAP. NASH REC IS R7 PUBLIC AMENDITY 
GROUND AND THE BERKHAMPSTEAD FIELD IS AN SSI. COULD YOU PLEASE RELOOK AT THIS AGAIN. 

 

Rep3344 Mr 
William Older 

In response to Question 17 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan, Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) document, I 
wish to make the following points: The definition of ‘Countryside’: ‘The land and scenery of a rural area’ The definition 
of ‘Rural’: ‘in, relating to, or characteristic of the countryside, rather than the town’ I moved from West London to this 
area, as I thought that it was a wonderful environment in which my children could grow up. Small town feel and good 
infrastructure. We soon discovered that the schools were over-subscribed and traffic congested, but as a major part of 
this consideration was the natural environment, we have happily accepted the limitations. As this has Green Belt 
classification and is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, I felt confident that this environment would not change. 
With these proposed plans, it seems that you are content to ignore your own guidelines when it suits you. Happy to go 
from an AONB to an ANNB (Area of No Natural Beauty). Little Chalfont has already built 298 homes in the recent past, 
increasing the local population, without any marked improvement of the services to support that increase. Parking by 
the shops is always a challenge, and just turning onto Chalfont Station Road from Burtons Lane can be a significant 

 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          

293 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

waste of time. And perish the thought of taking Roughwood Lane, as that can easily end up in a gridlock. Newcomers 
can’t get their children into the local school, due to demand, even if geographically they are close. But even if all of this 
was addressed, what would the outcome be? Certainly the loss of any sense of a small town and before we know it, the 
merging of Amersham, Little Chalfont and Chorleywood. The eventual naming of such an area might be challenging, but 
I do know that dropping the word ‘little’ from Little Chalfont would be an obvious step – it would simply no longer 
apply! So to pursue such a plan, betrays me, my children and our belief in a system to which we naively adhered.  

Rep3345 Mr 
Rhys Evans 

My general comments are - 1) Mill Meadow is an amenity area with facilities for the whole community, including the 
Community Centre, Skate park, children's play areas, allotments, football club, tennis club and school playing fields. 
These are within the centre of the village and accessed by all, I cannot see where you would be able to locate these 
community facilities in such a centrally accessible location. 2) My children attend the Chalfont St Peter Church of 
England Academy and use the Mill meadow play area to undertake PE activities. I cannot see a walkable alternative for 
the school to enable them to comply with their requirements with regards curriculum. 3)The Lady Gibb Millennium 
wood has taken many years to cultivate and is a invaluable space in the middle of the village which is untouched and 
allows biodiversity to thrive. Local children's nursery groups use the area to teach young children the importance in 
preserving nature and again I cannot see where this could be re-sited to. 3) Mill Meadow allotments, playing fields and 
children play areas flood regularly and therefore believe they are on a flood plain. 

  

Rep3346 Miss 
Tina Clements 

I understand that South Bucks and The Chiltern District Councils need to build new affordable homes and believe this 
would be great for the area. I do not however agree with proposed development on Mill Meadow in Chalfont St Peter. 
This area is used by the local community for Scouts, Football to name but a few. My son plays football for Chalfont St. 
Peter and they train and play their games on this valuable site. To impose a building project on this site would not be a 
solution at all, the local and surrounding area need sports and community buildings to ensure youths, adults and OPA's 
to socialise. 

  

Rep3347 Mr 
Anthony 
Fitzpatrick 

I wholeheartedly oppose the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014 – 2036) as detailed. Why destroy the very fabric 
of Little Chalfont and other areas in the Chilterns and South Buckinghamshire, which make them what they are? Which 
is SPECIAL. Green Belt areas were created for good well documented reasons. Thanks to them, the beautiful open 
spaces for which the Chilterns and South Buckinghamshire are justifiably famous, exist. They exist as almost unique 
oases of calm and beauty, in the increasingly urban and industrial environment. Indeed, looking at Little Chalfont, this is 
the first conurbation radiating from the vast metropolis of London, which actually has a physical Green belt protecting 
it. Without this Green belt, we would be just another part of the urbanisation which follows the Metropolitan line 
through Northwood, Pinner etc. What a shocking and dismal outlook it would be if Little Chalfont and surrounding 
areas were to be swallowed-up and amalgamated with Greater London. In am not a ‘NIMBY’. I fully appreciate that as 
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the population of this area and the country increase, there is a required to build more properties. Indeed, in recent 
years, Little Chalfont and surrounding areas has supported a number of housing developments i.e. the Saw Mill, the 
Donkey Field and the current development of apartments on the White Lion road. However what is being proposed 
now is a full scale dumping of residential, business and industrial developments which will leave a massive and 
permanent scar of the one beautiful Chiltern area. Couple this with increased traffic, both car and heavy Lorries, 
increased noise and environment pollution, construction and/or upgrade to existing roads etc., and a nightmare 
scenario is in the making.  

Rep3348 Mrs 
Debbie Evans 

My general comments are - 1) Mill Meadow is an amenity area with facilities for the whole community, including the 
Community Centre, Skate park, children's play areas, allotments, football club, tennis club and school playing fields. 
These are within the centre of the village and accessed by all, I cannot see where you would be able to locate these 
community facilities in such a centrally accessible location. 2) My children attend the Chalfont St Peter Church of 
England Academy and use the Mill meadow play area to undertake PE activities. I cannot see a walkable alternative for 
the school to enable them to comply with their requirements with regards curriculum. 3)The Lady Gibb Millennium 
wood has taken many years to cultivate and is a invaluable space in the middle of the village which is untouched and 
allows biodiversity to thrive. Local children's nursery groups use the area to teach young children the importance in 
preserving nature and again I cannot see where this could be re-sited to. 3) Mill Meadow allotments, playing fields and 
children play areas flood regularly and therefore believe they are on a flood plain. 

  

Rep3349 Mr 
Bernard 
Barrett 

I have 3 young children who all play at Beaconsfield Rugby club. If the land either side of Windsor End stays as green 
belt this will help to protect a very important place for children to develop, to play as well as being an important place 
for adults to play sport and socialise. i do hope this land stays in the Green Belt. 

  

Rep3350 Mr 
Nicolas James 
Hardy Retired 

This response is in relation to the consultation relating to the local plan for development in Chalfont St Peter. There 
seems to be a relentless push for development on the last vestiges of green belt which provide break in supporting 
clean air on the out skirts of London. 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 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 
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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 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, 
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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 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. 

Rep3351 Mrs 
Geeta 
Ruparelia 

I oppose the proposed development at sites in little chalfont. The village has already taken alot of development in 
recent years and the infrastructure is simply not able to support further expansion. The peak hour trains are already 
full, the station car park often has no room and the schools are not able to sustain even current demand. The A404 is 
already incredibly busy and expansion of the village will lead to increased traffic and increased pollution. 
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settlements.  

Rep3352 Miss 
Louise Walker 

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. Finally, quite simply - 
this is green belt land with AONB and should be left as intended when the green belt rules were set up. The 
community, shops and infrastructure are already being impacted negatively from the current and recent developments 
taking place - anything further will cripple them. This is not just a map on a piece of paper, this is our community. 
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The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036.  
 
The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites.  

Rep3353 Mrs 
Serena 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. Additionally, we don't have the infrastructure to 
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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. 

Rep3354 Mrs 
Katherine 
Nagle 

The plan has major negative implications and impact upon Chesham Bois and the surrounding area. CDC propose to 
build and develop on Blackwell Stubbs Wood and land adjacent to Quill Hall Lane Farm The project will result in the 
destruction of a large part of the Green Belt and the loss of a much loved amenity where generations of Chesham Bois 
and Amersham residents have enjoyed open countryside and the opportunity to walk and observe animals such as 
badgers, foxes, deer and birds amid an idyllic woodland setting. 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. Another consideration is given the already high pressure on school places 
and doctors surgeries such a development may exacerbate an already challenging situation. A large swathe of 
woodland and Green Belt fields, including some parts of the Area of Outstanding National Beauty, have been identified 
as possible development land and this is totally unacceptable. Not only do we have to contend with beautiful parts of 
our countryside being destroyed for HS2 but we now have to put up with the building of hundreds of homes in a totally 
unsuitable area. 

  

Rep3355 Mrs 
Caroline 
Saville 

I write with particular objection to Botley being considered for removal from Green Belt in order to facilitate further 
housing development. (Page 13, Option 5 of the Local Consultation Document). Villages in the Green Belt are a rare 
commodity and the whole concept of Green Belt status is for their long term preservation. Removal of a village such as 
Botley from Green Belt status will inevitably lead to further urban sprawl and development densities which are entirely 
inappropriate for the countryside. Meeting housing need should be achieved through greater residential densities in 
existing urban areas and brownfield land, not the Green Belt. 

  

Rep3356 Mr 
Stuart Fyfe 

I am staggered at the possibility that land currently used for sports fields in Beaconsfield is being considered for 
residential as part of the Local plan. This cannot happen. As a country we made this mistake in the 1980s selling off 
school playing fields and the country's sporting facilities remain limited, obsolete and not fit for purpose. I argued this 
at the consultations on Wilton Park but have been ignored with the developer now being asked to provide only the 
minimum sports fields required to replace the existing ones ( ie no additional facilities). This will result in the new 
residents placing a further burden on the towns already limited and overused facilities. If Beaconsfield is to expand the 
developers must be made to provide new sporting facilities for new and old residents so the current residents gain 
something from the expansion of its town. New developments must add to the town amenities I understand the 
football, cricket and rugby pitches are all at risk which is ludicrous. We could end up with a town of up to 15 000 
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commuters with no sporting facilities for adults or children. You may be wondering against what background I raise 
these very serious concerns. I am currently employed by one of the UKs leading mixed use developers, who fully 
understanding the planning an development process. Developers must be forced to provide better and larger sports 
facilities if they are adding to a town and giving them a sniff that current sports facilities could be changed to 
residential is very dangerous. I sincerely hope that you can protect these vital facilities until 2036 for all and encourage 
more developers to contribute to the town's facilities. 

Rep3357 Mrs 
Michelle 
Hamilton-Pike 

There has been little evident public promotion of the Local Plan ("LP") consultation, such that the existence of the 
consultation only came to my attention on 13/03/16. As a result, my ability to respond in detail is curtailed, and focuses 
on the impact on Chesham (my locality). I note that the consultation re the Chiltern District Local Plan ("CDLP") includes 
responses from landowners and developers as well as residents. It is unclear what weight is attached to the various 
responses, but I would question whether developers in particular, and also landowners, should be afforded the same 
consultation rights as residents in a public consultation process. A clear distinction should be drawn between the 
interests of private as opposed to public benefit, and decisions made for the public, rather than private benefit. The 
fact that developers/landowners supported options b and c of the CDLP is illustrative of the problem. I should first 
comment that it is unclear what "exception circumstances" (4.7) exist for reviewing the Green Belt. The LP seeks to 
establish the guidelines within which development should take place. It should not itself bring into consideration 
reviewing the Green Belt. I respectfully remind you of the general presumption in favour of sustainable development, 
and refer to the The UK Sustainable Development Strategy "Securing the Future" in that respect. With regard to the 
obligations regarding sustainable development, the LP should therefore not be considering developing within the 
Green Belt in any event. Therefore, and in any case, with respect to the LP, in addition to land that is Green Belt, the 
land in question is within a AONB, and there are addition considerations in that respect. However, it is possible to give 
advance the interests of landscape and recreation as well as the welfare and prosperity of local communities. This 
would be most likely achieved through supporting option a, making more efficient use of land within built-up areas. 
There is great scope to use innovative design techniques to ensure sustainable building practices, building higher 
(http://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/2015/dec/12/wood-high-rise-buildings-urban-architecture-skylines-new-
york-city-oregon), and incorporating vertical and roof gardens to counter air pollution, as well as problems with rain 
run-off, both of which stand to increase in the coming years. It is unclear how this could be established within 
Chesham, given the already very congested roads. Without wishing to espouse nimbyism, the fact that the town has 
only one main through road appears to prevent substantial development. Even without increased dwelling numbers, 
the Local Plan should include measure to prevent car travel in the town centre, and instead to develop cyclepaths and 
drastically improve public transport. Furthermore, thought should be given to the apparent appeal of Chesham to 
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young families moving from London, and the specific needs of that demographic (i.e. shools and children's recreation 
facilities). 

Rep3358 Mrs 
Sylvia 
Valentine 

My response to questions 11-12-13-17 - If you build on Upper Stone Meadow you significantly increase the risk of 
flooding the existing village with run-off water. Also, our village school is currently at capacity - where will the children 
in the proposed new homes go to school? Also, at current levels it takes a week to get a doctor's appointment - with all 
those extra people on the lists it will become very difficult indeed. Please reconsider. 

  

Rep3359 Mrs 
Maureen 
Foote 

I understand from my husband that there is potential, albeit several years hence, for some form of development on 
land stretching from Chalfont St Peter to the railway bridge across the A413 dual carriageway. As our home looks out 
directly onto a part of that beautiful piece of country side any development would be saddening for me. The lake 
beside what was the old British Aluminium building is a place that bird watchers frequent, the various footpaths 
provide wonderful leisure walking and my husband and I regularly walk into Chalfont St Peter along the bike trail that 
Bucks County Council constructed. So much nicer than along the busy local roads with their uneven pavements. The 
area that I understand to be under scrutiny does importantly cover a flood plain with potential for the Misbourne to 
flood and the land taking the drainage from the hill on which Grange Meadow property is situated and also from the 
hill up to Gerrards Cross town centre. Maybe I should not be worrying too much but it would be an awful shame to 
build over that land. 

  

Rep3360 Mr 
Yvan Van 
Hentenryck 

I object to the CDC proposals that the village of Little Chalfont should be classified as an area of 'main settlement for 
growth', for the following reasons: 1. The loss of green belt and AONB area is a contravention of local and national 
planning policy. 2. Little Chalfont has recently taken a 12.04% increase of new housing. This is considerably higher than 
other local areas (Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%). Any further increase will seriously affect the 
character of the village to its detriment, as it is unable to absorb such an increased demand in related 
services/school/roads/healthcare. 3. Parking in the village is already at bursting point. It is almost impossible to park in 
the retail parade and the small car park by the library is frequently full. 4. Station parking. This is also full from an early 
time in the morning, resulting in parking in neighbouring streets within walking distance. These streets are meant to be 
roads, not car parks. There does not appear to be any allowance for an increase in parking which would inevitably be 
required with such proposed development. 5. The proposal would lead to urban sprawl, almost connecting Little 
Chalfont with Amersham / Chalfont St Giles / Chenies / Latimer. 6. A detrimental effect on wildlife would be inevitable. 
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Rep3361 Mr 
Andrew Booth 

I recognise that it is important to provide adequate additional housing that the local plan will deliver while taking into 
account the green belt areas that separate South Bucks from neighbouring Slough and Uxbridge. This green belt 
provides the barrier to enable South Bucks to maintain its rural and semi-rural feel so that it does not extend the urban 
feel from the neighbouring areas. I believe NPPF9 Par 79, 83 and 89 apply. It is very important that local features are 
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not destroyed or impacted by the plan and any changes must take into full account the special environmental status 
held by Burnham Beeches, the park and woodland owned by the Corporation of London, and the restrictions this 
imposes on the neighbouring area. I believe that NPPF9 Par 79 and 88 apply in this case. Directly within Stoke Poges the 
maintaining of the special local and interest due to the Grays Memorial is essential and any impact would be 
detrimental to the memorial and the surroundings. This would be the case if the ARUP proposal for the area Church 
Road, Park Road, Grays Park Road and Duffield Park is decided on. I believe that NPPF9 Par 79 and 83 apply. Remaining 
within Stoke Poges the ARUP proposal covering Plough Lane Recreation Ground would again be an erosion of green 
belt and a recreation area used by the local residents and other community and sports groups. The road infrastructure 
would require a large upgrade as there is already severe parking issues on the surrounding roads at all times day and 
night. Farthing Green Lane to the north is effectively single track and not easy to use as there are few parts where two 
vehicles can pass. The remaining roads have little offstreet parking and at times are virtually impassable. Emergency 
service vehicles have found difficulties in the past. Any additional development will only increase issues. I believe that 
NPPF9 Par 79, 83 and 87 apply. 

Rep3362 Mrs 
Ellie Vanden 
Brekel 

This is an objection to the plan regarding development of the Nashleigh Hill Recreation Grounds site for industrial units. 
The proposed siting of the development is ill-considered: it is on a greenfield site used by many residents and locals for 
recreation for their families and for walking dogs. This end of Chesham is already extensively developed, containing 
many industrial units. Building here would both diminish the only noticeable area of green which provides striking 
views for many residents, and deprive locals of a convenient space in which to enjoy the outdoors. With several schools 
nearby, this area is incalculably valuable to families who do not have to means to, or wish not to use a vehicle, to 
access the larger park in town and a precious commodity to many families and young people who use this space as 
after school entertainment.  

  

Rep3363 Mrs 
Louise Fox 

I object to the building of new homes in Chalfont st giles. I think that this would put a huge strain on local public 
services and the increase in traffic would be detrimental to the local community. The area in question is an area of 
outstanding natural beauty and I feel that it should remain so for future generations to come. 

 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.  

Rep3364 
Master 
Alexander 

I go to Lovel End Infant School and I heard that you might be going to build lots of new houses in our village. I don't 
understand how you can do this because our village is not very big and it is already very crowded with people. My 
school is full. My brothers school (chalfont st peter academy) is full too. I am going there next year. If lots of other 
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Deakin-Radkov children come to live here you will need to build another school in the village which will be hard because there is no 
space or you will need to give the schools that are here now lots and lots of money to build another storey on them 
because otherwise there won't be enough spaces. I love our village because it has a lot of character. It has a lovely field 
in the middle of it called Mill Meadow and a playground where we go after school. Lots of people walk there dogs in 
the field and in the summer we go to sports days there. My brothers school uses it for PE. Our doctors surgery is always 
very busy too. We have to wait for ages and ages for an appointment. There are lots of cars too on the roads and I wish 
you would build a new wider main high street because it is very busy all the time and we have to breathe in a lot of 
fumes from the cars. We don't want any more cars please!!! Please don't ruin our village. It is already full to the brim. 

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

Rep3365 Marc 
Serieys 

I would be very interested to understand how the town infrastructure would support such an increase in population. 
The current supply of local NHS Surgery, NHS Dentist, public schools are all oversubscribed and the local roads are in 
disrepair. I strongly object to the Amersham development based on the size and the location. It makes no sense placing 
more housing in an area that is struggling to cope with traffic and schooling. Also the onward creep of merging 
Amersham, Chesham and Little Chalfont is a big concern. The majority of people living in the country do so due to the 
outstanding natural environment that sounds these towns, what is being proposed is the removal of green belt land 
that makes this area so attractive. Please reference your own official planning consultation document cover that has on 
the front several pictures depicting this environment. Let’s not make bucks into another Milten Kynes!! 

 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.  

Rep3366 Mr 
Derek Folmer 

Green Belt land should never be considered for development. Redeveloping unused or underused sites would be much 
preferred IF there really is a need. The local infrastructure is insufficient for the type of development which is proposed 
and trying to squeeze in more roads, schools, medical centres, etc. would be out of keeping with 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. 

Rep3367 Ms 
Ella Harvey 
Older 

I am writing to tell you the housing on the fields are not a good idea. Firstly, the Green Belt is a home to a huge amount 
of wildlife, from bunnies to beetles. Their homes should not be destroyed to make more homes for humans, as wildlife 
are as important as humans. Secondly, the area is getting very full of people already. Why do we want to put more 
here?  

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

Rep3368 Mrs 
Carolin 
Sommer 

I would like to point out that the nominated site in top Amersham (Quill Hall Lane area) contains a valued local farm 
with farm buildings, farm land, pond and woods. The land, woods and fields along the train line are a haven for much 
wildlife, such as deer, badgers, foxes, hares, newts, grass snakes as well as many kinds of birds, eg. pheasants, 
woodpeckers, gold finches to name but a few. While I understand that new housing needs to be built, I trust that you 
will consider all the relevant infrastructure constraints and that you won't squeeze housing in places where access 
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would be via small residential roads when other options are available. Amersham's primary schools are already over-
subscribed; any provision for further housing MUST make plans for new schools and nurseries as well as shops and 
leisure facilities. The same goes for car parking spaces in and around Amersham, including the local shops, Tescos and 
the train station. If more houses were to be built on a large scale in Amersham, demand for car parking would also 
increase. And finally, no matter where the new housing will eventually be built, will you consider the European model 
of living in flats and apartments - we don't all need to live in detached houses; indeed sharing a building can lead to a 
greater sense of community with shared spaces available for social events (such as the much-loved "Partykeller" in 
Germany), playgrounds, gardens, bike and buggy storage, laundry rooms etc. These flats can be owned or rented or a 
mix of both, and they can be built so that they can accommodate young families and the elderly at the same time in 
order to enable people of all ages to live together and benefit from living with each other. This means excellent 
soundproofing between the units but also lifts and disabled-access on the lower floors. And they need to be spacious 
enough to be attractive as a long-term solution and not merely a stop-gap. 3 or 4-bedroom flats with large kitchen-
diners, plenty of storage space and ideally large balconies will offer a much better alternative to cramped terraced 
houses that seem to be the norm for new-builds now. 

Rep3369 

Thousands of people come to the chess valley at Latimer/Little Chalfont. The view over the river across to the woods is 
exceptionally beautiful and the thought of it being built on is truly heart breaking. Surely there must be more suitable 
areas to build on where people do not come from far a way to walk and admire. From looking at the plans there seems 
to be no plans for extra schools, doctors surgeries, general infrastructure etc. I am well aware that we need more 
homes and consequently more jobs however I cannot see how the area will cope as it stands. Perhaps plans for a free 
school should be out 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.  

Rep3370 Mrs 
Ginnie Scarles 

I do not accept the conclusions of the CDC that Little Chalfont should be classified as a 'main settlement for growth' 
village. My objections relate to: 1. Many people, not only locals, walk extensively in the areas that have been identified 
for development. The effect on the beauty of the area would be devastating. 2. Using the AONB and green belt for 
development is in contravention of local and national planning policy. 3. Children's outdoor activity areas being greatly 
reduced. This would have long term health and social effects. Westwood Park is used extensively by children and 
people of all ages. 4. Schooling is already in short supply. There would be inadequate school places in the area. 5. 
Development would be detrimental to the rural character of the village. 6. Doctors and dentists are already in short 
supply for the village. The proposed development would put further stress on these resources which would reach 
breaking point. 

 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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Rep3371 
Master 
William 
Radkov 

Please do not destroy our village by building loads more houses here. It is already really cramped and there are too 
many cars and a lot of pollution on the roads. I heard that you might dig up our school field to build loads of houses. 
Please don't do this. We love using this field at school for our PE and games sessions as well as sports day. I also love 
going to the playground at Mill Meadow after school as it is just round the corner and my friends play there most days. 
It would be really sad if it disappeared because there is no where else for us to play and we would not be able to have 
PE and team events in a green field. Our school is very crowded already and only has a small cement playground. I also 
don't think it would be a good idea to have loads of other families coming to our village because it is not big enough. 
Our school already has a waiting list for places. Where will everyone go?  

  

Rep3372 Ms 
Rachel Waller 

There has been little evident public promotion of the Local Plan ("LP") consultation, such that the existence of the 
consultation only came to my attention on 13/03/16. As a result, my ability to respond in detail is curtailed, and focuses 
on the impact on Chesham (my locality). I note that from the consultation re the Chiltern District Local Plan ("CDLP") 
includes responses from landowners and developers as well as residents. It is unclear what weight is attached to the 
various responses, but I would question whether developers in particular, and also landowners, should be afforded the 
same consultation rights as residents in a public consultation process. A clear distinction should be drawn between the 
interests of private as opposed to public benefit, and decisions made for the public, rather than private benefit. The 
fact that developers/landowners supported options b and c of the CDLP is illustrative of the problem. I should first 
comment that it is unclear what "exception circumstances" (4.7) exist for reviewing the Green Belt. The Local Plan 
seeks to establish the guidelines within which development should take place. It should not itself bring into 
consideration reviewing the Green Belt. I respectfully remind you of the general presumption in favour of sustainable 
development, and refer to the The UK Sustainable Development Strategy "Securing the Future" in that respect. With 
regard to the obligations regarding sustainable development, the Local Plan should therefore not be considering 
developing within the Green Belt in any event. Therefore, and in any case, with respect to the LP, in addition to land 
that is Green Belt, the land in question is within a AONB, and there are addition considerations in that respect. 
However, it is possible to give advance the interests of landscape and recreation as well as the welfare and prosperity 
of local communities. This would be most likely achieved through supporting option a, "making more efficient use of 
land within built-up areas". There is great scope to use innovative design techniques to ensure sustainable building 
practices, including building higher (http://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/2015/dec/12/wood-high-rise-
buildings-urban-architecture-skylines-new-york-city-oregon), and incorporating vertical and roof gardens to counter air 
pollution, as well as problems with rain run-off, both of which stand to increase in the coming years. It is unclear how 
this could be established within Chesham, given the already very congested roads. Without wishing to espouse 
nimbyism, the fact that the town has only one main through road appears to prevent substantial development. Even 

 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          

305 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

without increased dwelling numbers, the Local Plan should include measure to prevent car travel in the town centre, 
and instead to develop cyclepaths and drastically improve public transport. Furthermore, thought should be given to 
the apparent appeal of Chesham to young families moving from London, and the specific needs of that demographic 
(i.e. shools and children's recreation facilities). Thank you for considering my limited suggestions. 

Rep3373 Mrs 
Amanda 
Bradbury 

Little Chalfont is a small village. The heart of the village is based around just one road. It is not a market town and there 
are very limited community facilities. Doctors, dentists and schools are all over subscribed. Trains in morning and 
evening rush hour are standing room only, making the 1 hr commute into London unbearable. There is never any 
parking spaces in the village during the day. The only appealing feature of this area is some countryside, building on 
isolated woods and fields makes no sense. Where will these extra people travel to, get schooled, shop? How ill they 
drive to other areas / park when all the roads are already extremely busy. Why make a village into an Inner London 
Suburb? 

 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.  

Rep3374 Mrs 
Alice Dunn 

I am objecting to the proposed developments on the Nashleigh Hill and surrounding green belt area. This area is vital to 
the local residents who use it habitually for a variety of outdoor ventures. Despite the poor facilities available to the 
children, a large proportion of them use the area to play sport - something the government has been urging parents to 
encourage their children to do. This would potentially impact on the health of the children if the park was not available 
for them to use as there is no easily accessible alternate area. The other important factor is the fauna and flora that 
survive in the area. A part of the field is left to grow naturally allowing a wonderful display of wildflowers in the 
Summer. There is a thriving Red Kite population that nests in the area - a conservation success story and a bird with the 
highest degree of legal protection under the Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. Any development 
proposed in that area would result in an increase in the traffic down Berkhampstead Rd, which is already at a standstill 
most weekdays, and lead to an increase in the pollution level which must be at a near unacceptable level for the 
children who attend Newtown School. 

  

Rep3375 Mr 
Duncan 
Parsons 

Overall I am shocked by the lack of communication and awareness in the local community - I only found out about this 
yesterday! I find the manner in which this proposal has been put forward and pushed through without proper 
engagement of locals to be distasteful and frankly verging on underhand. Question 2 - I fully agree with decision to 
reject the sites rejected in stages 1 and 2 in and around Farnham Common. I also do not understand how areas that 
have been rejected are now being included in proposals? This is unacceptable and rejection decisions must stand. I also 
note than within the proposals it appears that no consideration has been made for the potential for a new town close 
to the M40. Given the strain on local transport links - especially to the south of the South Bucks district I find it odd that 
there appears to be no consideration to the building of new villages to the north of the district close to the M40 which 
relative to the rest of the district has a degree of spare capacity. Question 3 - As per previous comment, I strongly 

 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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believe a number new villages should be constructed in accordance with the style of the local areas close to the M40 
and in the less densely populated north of the district. I also strongly believe it is imperative to maintain the green belt 
to provide clear boundaries between towns and villages and prevent urban sprawl. The current proposals will turn 
Farnham Royal and Farnham Common into a sprwled suburb of Slough, something that would destroy the history and 
character of these currently charming english heritage villages. It would be unthinkable to merge these with Slough as 
currently proposed. Question 4 - I believe that this must give greater importance to maintaining green boundaries 
between villages and towns, preventing urban sprawl to merge separate towns and villages. Additional protection is 
needed to maintain local character as well as to ensure that existing sports and recreation facilities are not only 
maintained but are increased in size and capacity to accommodate any further population increases along with 
ensuring adequate ongoing funding. Finally - Burnham Beeches must not be impacted due to it's importance. Question 
5 - while I agree that small increases to existing towns and villages should be a core part of the strategy, these changes 
should be managed to a level that the fundamental nature of the impacted town or village is not changed. As such 
these should be kept to a level at or below a maximum increase of 15% of the total population size. Any additional 
required housing capacity should be obtained from new village/town creation close to infrastructure and roads that 
have spare capacity of new infrastructure and roads built to provide additional capacity. The size of the proposed 
increase to Farnham Common and Farnham Royal and the proposed merging of these villages both together and with 
Slough is totally unacceptable. Also, as per previous comments, green boundaries between towns/villages must be 
maintained to keep these distinct. We must not have urban sprawl. Question 6 - As per previous comments, I object in 
the strongest terms to any infill and merging of Farnham Common with Farnham Royal. The green belt must be 
preserved. There is no spare capacity in the current infrastructure to support a significant population increase - the 
roads are virtually at a standstill as it is beween 8 and 9am every week day. Question 7 - Slough must not be permitted 
to expand past current boundaries and we must maintain the current clear boundary that exist as the county border. 
Question 8 - build new villages and towns in areas of the district with lower average house prices. building 'affordable' 
homes in expensive areas of south bucks is pointless as they still are far from 'affordable' for most people. Though I do 
note that any development should include a range of housing with a percentage of 'affordable' homes - we don't want 
any ghettos or similar. Question 9 - No, I struggle with this being a genuine need. Question 14 - traffic calming is 
needed on the A355. This is very busy and used as a shortcut from the M4 to M40 by numerous lorries and a large 
volume of traffic. There are a number of playing fields and park areas in and around farnham common, specifically 
Farnham Common playing fields. These are a key local resource, though potentially could be moved northwards to the 
south of Farnham Common. All existing playing fields should be maintained, along with new built to support any 
population increase. Question 15 - the proposals seems to not fully consider the impact on local infrastructure. How 
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will the local road network cope? Has the impact of cross rail starting and resultant traffic increases of cars travelling 
been considered? What are the plans for new schools to accommodate new builds? What is the estimate on the 
additional number of deaths that this will cause (pollution, emergency vehicle delays etc.)? Question 16 - I don't believe 
that adequate consideration has been made to the 500m exclusion zone around Burnham Beeches. This on it's own 
should be reason to reject significant development in the local area. Question 17 - communication of these plans has 
been terrible. Before anything further happens a full local consultation should happen. The proposals as they stand will 
destroy the Farnham Villages and the way of life that residents currently enjoy and as such must be rejected in current 
form.  

Rep3376 Mrs 
Maureen 
Woolley 

The Parish of Iver is very close to the major conurbations of Greater London and Slough, surrounded on 3 sides by 
motorways, railway lines and very close to Heathrow Airport. As a result, traffic, especially HGVs, produce congestion 
on all our main and local roads and cause air and noise pollution day and night and damage to buildings and 
pavements, not to mentions safety issues. The Pinewood studios development is producing more traffic and this will 
continue when it is operational. We have further threats to our environment with HS2/Heathrow Express, Western Rail 
route to Heathrow, Heathrow Third Runway and CrossRail. We should really be safeguarding all our Green Belt Land 
rather than piecemeal nibbling as much as possible for new developments. The large area being developed by 
Pinewood Studios should offset any further loss of Green Belt in the area. As far as reducing HGV's in the area, I think 
the only plan should be to close some of the industrial sites which produce so many HGVs then develop these sites for 
affordable housing only. Some of these sites are in the Green Belt but are already so degraded that future housing 
would be an improvement. This would also reduce the huge number of HGV’s that work out of these sites. The ideal 
solution would be a relief road for which we will continue to pursue and which is our ultimate aim. However, the 
current government has made so many financial cuts and the future prospects of that changing anytime in the 
foreseeable future with the economic outlook forecast, unless developers are forced to contribute to a relief road, the 
closure of some industrial sites would improve our environment somewhat in the meantime. The Parish of Iver is very 
close to the major conurbations of Greater London and Slough, surrounded on 3 sides by motorways, railway lines and 
very close to Heathrow Airport. As a result, traffic, especially HGVs, produce congestion on all our main and local roads 
and cause air and noise pollution day and night and damage buildings and pavements, not to mentions safety issues. 
The Pinewood studios development is producing more traffic and this will continue when it is operational. We have 
further threats to our environment with HS2/Heathrow Express, Western Rail route to Heathrow, Heathrow Third 
Runway and CrossRail. We should really be safeguarding all our Green Belt Land rather than piecemeal nibbling as 
much as possible for new developments. I think the only plan should be to close some of the industrial sites which 
produce so many HGVs and develop them for affordable housing only. Some of these sights are in the Green Belt but 

 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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are already so degraded that future housing would be an improvement. This would also reduce the huge number of 
HGV’s that work out of these sights. Although the ideal solution would be a relief road for which we will continue to 
pursue and which is our ultimate aim, the current government has made so many financial cuts and the future 
prospects of that changing anytime in the foreseeable future with the economic outlook forecast, the closure of some 
sites would improve our environment somewhat. 

Rep3377 Ms 
Sarah Harvey 

It seems that the attraction of this area, being surrounded by fields and woodland, which made it so suitable for my 
childrens' upbringing, has made it an easy target for these development plans. Little Chalfont is already over-subscribed 
in schooling, parking and general traffic, with gridlock the norm on certain roads. Having already developed 298 
residences, the thought of far more people seems ludicrous. And the fact that you suggest doing this by destroying the 
countryside around us, ridiculous! I had thought that the concept of moving to an area with a Green Belt classification 
would protect us from the development creep from London. Obviously, this assurance was ill-founded, as along with 
the concept of an 'Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty', these terms are worthless if a council has their own agenda!  

 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.  

Rep3378 Mrs 
Wendy Rogers 

I am writing to voice my concerns and objection to housing to be built in Richings Park on the open land from Richings 
Way to The Poynings . I have lived in Richings Park for 36 year and seen many changes and not for the better. It was a 
rural village now completely spoilt with houses being altered out of the character of what it was meant for. The new 
builds and extensions plus garden builds cannot cope with the drains provided what was originally three/four bed 
dewelling homes with one bathroom and possibly a cloak room. Now the rebuilds have five or six bathrooms but the 
same drainage. The traffic trough Richings Park is constant lorries all hours of the day and night. No proper bus service 
to main centres . What we have is very limited and unrealible. The train service is half hourly but again does not cover a 
service on on Sunday's. Children have to be bused to the Chalfonts for senior school. The Doctors Surgeries are always 
booked up with a two week wait for an appointment. The roads can't cope now and there is the HS2 plus the closure of 
part of Mansion Lane for the Network Rail project for Heathrow Airpot from Reading via Slough . All this upheaval for 
the expansion and we as local residents put up with the disruption and have no benefit. All the extra housing on land 
that had the gravel extracted long before the years I lived here. My own house insurance increased because I live in a 
flood risk area backing onto me which is The land you want to build on. Hundreds of houses to be built with no proper 
infrastructure to cover it. Hundreds of new families will arrive. We will require new schools for all levels, extra Medical 
Centre facilities, public spaces, for the young and old, proper road layouts between Richings Park and Iver, safe places 
to walk . The pavement from the station to Iver is alway flooded in bad weather forcing the pedestrians to walk on the 
road. Better lighting in the area. Your Councillor at the Public Meeting said he wants to protect the Green Belt. The 
third runway decision has not been made and this also threatened the people in Richings Park and still hangs over our 
heads. The people of both Riching's Park and Iver need to be listened to. The consultation meeting got out of control. 
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The presentation should have been held in each local area with proper maps and plans to be viewed over a period of 
time. The video was very poorly done.  

Rep3379 Dr 
Stoyan Radkov 

I am writing to object to the proposals to build on further greenbelt land in and around the village of Chalfont St Peter. 
Chalfont St Peter is already awaiting the impact of 600 new dwellings on local infrastructure. Problems we are already 
facing, which will only get worse if planning permission is granted for even more developments in our village are: - the 
schools are already oversubscribed; - the roads are already gridlocked; - the pollution is already fairly heavy and due to 
get much worse with increased traffic; -the drainage system cannot cope as it is. The village is regularly flooded and I 
have seen raw sewerage running along the roads from blocked drains; - doctors surgeries won’t have spaces for new 
patients. In addition I would like to appeal in particular against the possibly of developing Mill Meadow. This would be 
catastrophic for our school Chalfont St Peter Academy and all the children there as well as the whole village.Mill 
Meadow is used on a daily basis by the Academy (which is already penned into a small corner in the centre of the 
village with no green space of its own). This is the ONLY green space for doing sports such as football, cross country, 
team sports, athletics etc etc and each year also is used for the school sports day and other events. Without this green 
facility the school would NOT be able to function properly and deliver the required amount of physical exercise that is 
essential for the health of our children. There is NOWHERE ELSE that these sports could be relocated to at all. To put 
Mill Meadow at risk is unthinkable, and would amount to a crime against the children in our community and future 
generations which would be irreversible. In an age of growing concern about obesity due to lack of exercise Mill 
Meadow must be preserved. Mill Meadow is also used daily by dog walkers, the Community Centre runs an enormous 
number of clubs for toddlers (including a very popular nursery), children and elderly people. The playground is used 
every single day during the day by younger children and after school as a place for friends to meet and play together to 
let off stream and de-stress. It is lovely to be able to walk along the river Misbourne and this should be preserved too. 
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 with green spaces to 
exercise and play in. Therefore, 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. 

 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.  

Rep3380 Mrs 
Jill Plested 

I object to the Green Belt being taken over for housing. Our village, especially the school, cannot sustain the 
development which is planned as it would then cease to be a village and just be part of Chesham. These laws, after 
having been made, should not be broken. What next? 

 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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Rep3381 Mrs 
Janie Holmes 

Development on Green Belt land is unacceptable. It has been designated Green Belt for a reason. Parcel 69 has also 
been deemed unsuitable for development by the "experts" ARUP. At present Parcel 69 acts as a buffer between the 
M40 motorway and the residential area around Fulmer and Howardswood Drive. The woodland between the the above 
acts to some extent as a noise and pollution barrier. Loss of mature woodland and its wildlife would be detrimental to 
all. The distruction of existing streams and the fishponds may have adverse effects on flooding on the motorway. The 
high voltage pylons would be a health hazard to those living below them. Pollution for the ever increasing motorway 
traffic are also a health concern. Access to Parcel 69 would be difficult as Windsor and Fulmer Roads are fairly narrow 
and already very busy. The footpaths are narrow and walking or cycling along these roads unsafe. More parking spaces 
will be needed within Gerrards Cross. There is no Doctors surgery in Gerrards Cross. More school places will be needed. 
This development must no go ahead! 

  

Rep3382 Mr 
Nick Brier 
Rep3960 Ms 
Caroline 
Gurney 

This is a response to Question 17 - Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the 
preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint 
Local Plan will need to address? This response acknowledges the need for local authorities in England to continue to 
expand the availability of residential dwellings and to provide employment opportunities to meet the needs of a 
growing population. However, this must be done with due care and consideration for the preservation of our natural 
resources and wildlife to allow future generations to derive happiness from them. This response will focus on Little 
Chalfont given I am a resident there and strongly object to Option C in sections 4.7 and Appendices 2 and 5 in the 
consultation document. As a general principle, any Green Belt land within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty should not be released for residential or employment development. The Chilterns AONB represents an 
important asset to the local and national population and should continue to be designated for conservation as per the 
original founding principles behind the creation of both the Metropolitan Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. Referring then to Appendices 2 & 5 this would preclude any development on the land to the north of Chessfield 
Park and the two employment development areas to the east of Stony Lane and south of Amersham road on the east 
side of the village. It would be reasonable to consider whether the areas above still qualify for AONB status and I 
believe, given their aesthetic nature as appreciated either on foot, by rail, or via the A404 or Stony Lane that these 
areas still qualify for AONB under the criteria that Natural England use. Careful consideration must be given to the 
testing of the employment and residential developments immediately to the south and west of Dr. Challoner's Girls 
school and to testing the residential development on the land on the site of the former Little Chalfont Golf club and 
land to the south and west of that. Both of these areas are currently within the Green Belt, but do not have AONB 
status. However, if the principles and criteria that were used to establish the Metropolitan Green Belt were again 
applied to the areas referred to in this paragraph then these areas ought to be maintained as Green Belt land and 
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should not be allocated for any development as identified in Appendices 2 & 5. Since 2010, the population density has 
increased considerably in Little Chalfont as it has accommodated the construction of 253 dwellings on the former Ercol 
site immediately to the west of Bell Lane and north of the railway land. Population density will continue to increase 
given a further 45 dwellings are under construction immediately to the south of Chenies Parade and east of Burtons 
Lane, 18 dwellings will be added on White Lion Road (planning ref CH/2015/1489/FA) and 8 dwellings on land 
immediately to the east of Chenies Parade (planning ref CH/2015/1270/FA). There has also been a trend, as seen along 
White Lion Road, for single dwelling sites to be converted into multiple dwelling sites (e.g. flats or terraced houses). 
Immediate consequences of a substantially increased population would be to further increase congestion along the 
A404 – already at peak times, traffic will often back-up from the roundabout near Amersham at the junction of White 
Lion Road and Woodside Road back to the roundabout at Nightingales Corner (the junction of White Lion Road, 
Chalfont Station Road and Cokes Lane) - pollution caused by slow moving traffic will be considerable. Similarly parking 
within the village is often a problem, and queuing traffic into Chenies Parade often backs out onto Chalfont Station 
Road causing further congestion on the A404. Given this, the addition of a considerable number of dwellings would 
likely serve to increase traffic congestion and pollution associated with slow moving traffic. A further consequence of a 
substantially increased population would be to further exacerbate access to local schools for children living within 
walking distance – 2016 witnessed the catchment area for Little Chalfont Primary School as the smallest catchment 
area in Buckinghamshire. Without additional classrooms and teachers being provided, more pupils would be forced to 
attend schools outside of their catchment, and given sparse public transport, would require private transport. This 
would further serve to increase congestion and pollution within Little Chalfont as well as reducing opportunities for 
children to exercise given the much documented health benefits of children walking to school. However, given the 
need for some additional housing within England & Wales, I believe that the trend of converting single dwelling sites 
into multiple dwelling sites within the existing bounds of Little Chalfont, i.e. on non-Green Belt land ought to be 
considered as an acceptable alternative to large-scale residential developments on existing Green Belt land and should 
be encouraged through appropriate planning mechanisms. 

Rep3383 Mr 
Tom Patrick 

Ref: Local Plan Consultation - Chalfont St Peter & Gerrards Cross I am writing to object to the proposals outlined in the 
Local Planning Consultation for Gerrards Cross and surrounding area on the following grounds: 1. The area designated 
on the plan for residential and employment development is Green Belt land. The purpose of green belt is to prevent 
urban sprawl and ribbon development. The green belt around London has been in existence since the 1940’s to prevent 
London’s spread to neighbouring towns and villages. The Green Belt will already be damaged by the incursion of HS2 
and the proposals will only serve to denigrate it further 2. A significant proportion of land proposed for residential and 
business development is widely used by a significant number of local residents and represents a wide range of 
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biodiversity e.g. alongside the Misbourne and north of the epilepsy society with a wide range of footpaths, horse riding 
trails etc. There is no clear proposal for how this would be replaced. Furthermore the Misbourne valley floods regularly 
and is clearly unsuitable for housing 3. The infrastructure in Chalfont St Peter and surrounds is hopelessly inadequate to 
cope with any further scale development. Schools, local NHS services etc. are significantly over-subscribed. Many roads 
off the A413 are single lane or narrow 2-lane b-roads and traffic at peak times is dreadful – and these lanes have 
become rat runs for those trying to avoid traffic (e.g. West Hyde Lane to M25, Welders Lane to M40). Traffic will be 
further worsened during the HS2 construction phase. The Chiltern Train line is overwhelmed – I can never get a seat on 
my journey to Marylebone. Furthermore infrastructure that cannot be seen is regularly shown to be inadequate - e.g. 
the regular flooding in Market Place 4. Chalfont St Peter is already seeing significant development with the provision of 
housing on the Holy Cross site with no additional infrastructure provision 5. The quantum scale of development is 
completely out of character with a village and represents significant over-development.  

Rep3384 Mr 
Micheal Foote 

I wish to make a comment on what I understand to be a potential development across the road from my house. I live 
on the part of Lower Road between Marsham Lane and Oak End and we enjoy an excellent view of the escarpment 
opposite which must be Green Belt. It provides an excellent area for relaxation with its several pathways, a haven for 
wild life at the lake backing on to the Citrix business area and a constructed bike trail. The walk into Chalfont St Peter 
by the footpath/ bike trail is frankly a much appreciated regular exercise walk for my wife and I, both of us now being in 
our late 70s. Any development along the stretch of A413 between Chalfont St Peter and the railway bridge would be 
most unwelcome therefore. I believe this matter relates to parcel 57a but forgive me I am not aware of the parcel 
reference for the land up to the railway. I should add that the whole area is a flood plain as the Misbourne runs through 
it with the aforementioned escarpment and the descent from Gerrards Cross town centre draining into it. 

  

Rep3385 Mrs 
P Relf 

both The areas of land recommended by SBDC and ARUP - i.e area bounded by church Lane, Park Road, Grays Park 
Road and Duffield Park AND the area bounded by Park Road, Grays Park Road and West End Lane are both completely 
unsuitable for development. Both areas are used by residents for recreational purposes. Both areas clearly meet all 5 of 
the criteria for Green Belt function - particularly that it should check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas and 
should prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another. This is particularly important with regard to Stoke Poges 
'merging' into Slough. Stoke Poges is a Buckinghamshire Village, not part of a town or city - this is highlighted by the 
fact that Stoke Poges is in Buckinghamshire and Slough is in Berkshire. County lines should be respected. The Sites 
suggested by the parish Council as alternatives - would be far more appropriate for providing the necessary 
development of housing. 

  

Rep3386 Miss 
Sophie Nichols 

I strongly disagree with the Chiltern DC proposals to take away the Green Belt status from areas around Little Chalfont. 
I am especially unhappy at the possible idea that you would take Westwood Park and the lovely West Woods away. I 
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play lots of sport in these areas and we walked our dog in the woods. This will totally spoil the whole village, please do 
not take away these very special places and destroy our village. 

Rep3387 Ms 
Robin 
McGeever 

I feel that there is insufficient evidence that the parcels of land proposed to be removed from greenbelt in the stoke 
poges area are appropriate and that doing this would have a detrimental effect on the village's image and character. 
The lovely walk across the fields to St Giles would be lost which would be a great tragedy. The only area in my opinion, 
that would not damage the village's character and charm, is the area around Stoke Court Drive identified by the Parish 
Council . I understand that there is a need for housing , but I doubt if any will be truly 'affordable' whatever site is 
selected. The consultation does not allow for the discussion of non-green belt land at this stage, if it were I would 
suggest the use of the former Pioneer site on Hollybush Hill.  
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Rep3389 Mr 
Simon Hearn 

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 
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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. 

Rep3390 Mrs 
Danielle Shead 

Reasons for objection: Chesham is a small town at the bottom of a valley surrounded by green belt land. This should be 
respected and protected and at the very last resort we should choose green belt land for housing. Green Belt is 
paramount to essence of our community and it there to ensure that the countryside and small towns don’t become 
sprawls of built up areas. This appears a lazy or quick fix way of achieving the housing goals. I am not against the 
introduction of new housing - our town needs to evolve but it needs to do so in consideration of our current problems - 
we have major infrastructure problems and a town centre failing and unattractive. Life and energy needs to be poured 
into our town but not to the deterrent of our countryside. Chesham as a town does not have the infrastructure 
currently to support the current population with the amount of traffic, schoolchildren places and local amenities. Our 
valley landscape with the town at the bottom means you it is harder to solve infrastructure problems but building 
1,000 houses at the top of one hill is not the solution. Infrastructure Issues 1,000 new houses brings 2,000 new cars and 
our roads can’t cope with current traffic levels. We have 5 roads feeding our town and everyone has problems that 
need to be solved first. 1. WhiteHill is too narrow and can become heavily congested due to road crossing 2. Eskdale 
Avenue (which is defined as a B road) is not even a full road - it has residential cars parked along part of it and car 
parked diagonally that intrude into the road. Many times large vehicles drive down this road encroaching on the 
opposite side and cars and forced into the kerb. The top of Eskdale Ave & Manor Way is used as the 6th form car park 
for Chesham Grammar. It should even be defined as a B road and if we build 1,000 in the hilltop /orcard leigh area 
more cards will be driving down this road. and 3. Missenden Road - this is quite inaccessible to access already and feed 
into a dual carriage road that does not have the width for two cars to travel next to each other. Again larger vehicle 
force standard cards to encroach the road. This road needs to be widened ASAP. Ashley Green Road and Vale Road 
(where new industrial area) all feed into very congested area 4. Site proposed is particularly unsuitable. One would 
assume these properties would have to be approached from Lycrome Road, Lye Green Road or ridiculously past 
Brushwood School. All roads are to narrow to support any further traffic. Schools Issues 1. Every school is over 
subscribed that unless you live in catchment to your school of choice it is not possible. So you don’t actually have any 
choice. 2. Birth rates have been on the rise so the problem is only going to get greater and with 1,000 new house brings 
2,000 on average new school children. We would need a new primary school and secondary school to cope with the 
increased numbers Chesham needs to aspire to be like Berkhamstead - a up and coming lively town with independent 
business and houses that have a long -standing desirabilty and are not too crammed together with no parking. We do 
not want to create a soulless 'Aylesbury Vale’ type housing stock that we turn into the slums of the future! Chesham 
can not deliver the numbers demanded. We can deliver housing but not in one big area to the detriment of our 
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community green belt - it should remain PROTECTED. Instead please try and resolve our housing demand through other 
means - extend existing industrial areas, use existing brown sites, focus on solving planning issues on those brown sites. 
For example, the industrial area down Waterside could be extended over that farmland for example. Please don’t sell 
out our town to large developers and change it forever. You have a responsibility to improve and protect Chesham and 
that includes it green belt land. 

Rep3391 Mrs 
Claire Avery 

Reasons for objection: Chesham is a small town at the bottom of a valley surrounded by green belt land. This should be 
respected and protected and at the very last resort we should choose green belt land for housing. Green Belt is 
paramount to essence of our community and it there to ensure that the countryside and small towns don’t become 
sprawls of built up areas. This appears a lazy or quick fix way of achieving the housing goals. I am not against the 
introduction of new housing - our town needs to evolve but it needs to do so in consideration of our current problems - 
we have major infrastructure problems and a town centre failing and unattractive. Life and energy needs to be poured 
into our town but not to the deterrent of our countryside. Chesham as a town does not have the infrastructure 
currently to support the current population with the amount of traffic, schoolchildren places and local amenities. Our 
valley landscape with the town at the bottom means you it is harder to solve infrastructure problems but building 
1,000 houses at the top of one hill is not the solution. Infrastructure Issues 1,000 new houses brings 2,000 new cars and 
our roads can’t cope with current traffic levels. We have 5 roads feeding our town and everyone has problems that 
need to be solved first. 1. WhiteHill is too narrow and can become heavily congested due to road crossing 2. Eskdale 
Avenue (which is defined as a B road) is not even a full road - it has residential cars parked along part of it and car 
parked diagonally that intrude into the road. Many times large vehicles drive down this road encroaching on the 
opposite side and cars and forced into the kerb. The top of Eskdale Ave & Manor Way is used as the 6th form car park 
for Chesham Grammar. It should even be defined as a B road and if we build 1,000 in the hilltop /orcard leigh area 
more cards will be driving down this road. And 3. Missenden Road - this is quite inaccessible to access already and feed 
into a dual carriage road that does not have the width for two cars to travel next to each other. Again larger vehicle 
force standard cards to encroach the road. This road needs to be widened ASAP. Ashley Green Road and Vale Road 
(where new industrial area) all feed into very congested area 4. Site proposed is particularly unsuitable. One would 
assume these properties would have to be approached from Lycrome Road, Lye Green Road or ridiculously past 
Brushwood School. All roads are to narrow to support any further traffic. Schools Issues 1. Every school is over 
subscribed that unless you live in catchment to your school of choice it is not possible. So you don’t actually have any 
choice. 2. Birth rates have been on the rise so the problem is only going to get greater and with 1,000 new house brings 
2,000 on average new school children. We would need a new primary school and secondary school to cope with the 
increased numbers. Chesham needs to aspire to be like Berkhamstead - a up and coming lively town with independent 
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business and houses that have a long -standing desirabilty and are not too crammed together with no parking. We do 
not want to create a soulless 'Aylesbury Vale’ type housing stock that we turn into the slums of the future! Chesham 
can not deliver the numbers demanded. We can deliver housing but not in one big area to the detriment of our 
community green belt - it should remain PROTECTED. Instead please try and resolve our housing demand through other 
means - extend existing industrial areas, use existing brown sites, focus on solving planning issues on those brown sites. 
For example, the industrial area down Waterside could be extended over that farmland for example. Please don’t sell 
out our town to large developers and change it forever. You have a responsibility to improve and protect Chesham and 
that includes it green belt land. 

Rep3392 Mrs 
Hannah Keens 

I wish to object to the possible development of Green Belt Parcel 47b. Only the area west of Beaconsfield Golf Club is 
recommended by Arups for potential release, but the Districts have brought the area immediately west of Bull Lane 
into consideration which is specifically not recommended for further consideration by Arups. General Area 47b is 
judged to meet the NPPF purposes strongly. It is noted as playing a particularly important role in preventing 
encroachment into the countryside, given its open and unspoilt rural character, thus meeting Purpose 3. It also meets 
Purpose 1 and Purpose 2. The east of the parcel adjacent to Gerrards Cross has a very open, rural character and strong 
links with the wider countryside, with no durable boundary features present which would check the outward sprawl of 
the large built up area and allow for a definition of a robust Green Belt boundary. The A40 is a nature barrier for 
development. To build to the west of Bull lane would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the 
future. Bull Lane is currently overloaded with traffic from local schools, the GX tennis club and as a ctu-through from 
CSP to GX/the A40 to avoid congestion in the centre of GX. With no footpath along much of Bull Lane, increased traffic 
on this road would make this road even more dangerous for the pedestrians using it to travel by foot. The area is 
valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further development, 
industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. 

  

Rep3393 Mrs 
Mary 
McDonagh 

Consultation for Green belt parcel69. I am pleased to have the opportunity to respond to this consultation. I 
understand ARUP has not recommended Parcel 69 for development. I support the not recommended plan Reasons 
being that the land does not easily lend itself to development, due to narrow land, proximity to motorway, and possible 
destruction of woodland and its habitation. The area slopes to motorway, the woodland absorbs water which may 
otherwise flood M40. Noise from motorway where I live is very noticeable. Any nearer would be worse. At present 
woodland does absorb some pollution. Other concern is access, this has not be clearly stated where access would be. 
This could prove too costly to any development.  

  

Rep3394 Mrs 
Frances 

I have read with concern the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. I am concerned about the considerable areas of land 
proposed for either residential or economic development and the impact that this would have on traffic volumes and 
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Standring 
Teaching 
Assistant 

quality of life. As a daily user or Roughwood Lane and Burtons Lane it is hard to imagine how these routes could cope 
with any more traffic. The surrounding farmland is a daily delight, beautiful in all weathers and the development of 
these areas would have a detrimental impact on local wildlife. 

development options to meet 
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implications for individual 
settlements.  
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036.  

Rep3395 Mrs 
Gillian Russel 

Little Chalfont should not be identified as a ’Main settlement for growth’. The village centre does not contain the shops 
and services and access that the present population needs. Building more houses or industrial sites without re-
developing the centre will only exacerbate the problems. We need planned reconstruction of the centre and 
development of the brown sites within it. The main road and lanes leading to and through Little Chalfont are already 
dangerously busy and often congested. Chiltern Railways and the Metropolitan Line cannot handle increased traffic 
safely either. The schools are overcrowded already. Waste and rubbish management are already problems and very 
expensive. Increased building will increase flooding. Our local Chiltern Council should protect the Chilterns. Building on 
our surrounding Green Belt land and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty will destroy the remaining amenity of this 
area and is contrary to the council’s duty. There is NO justification for attacking our Green Belt Each tree produces 
oxygen for 4 people. Destroying trees especially this close to London seriously decreases the air quality. Our local green 
belt and the woods provide a balanced eco system ie. food, shelter and safe passage for wildlife. Isolated species 
decline and die out. The purpose and function of the Green Belt is even more important now than when it was first 
deemed necessary. The Green Belt surrounding Little Chalfont effectively fulfils its designated functions between the 
established towns and villages of Chorleywood, Chesham, Chalfont St Giles and Amersham. It keeps them separate and 
distinct from each other. ‘Greater Chalfont‘ would be one sprawling, congested muddle.  
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Rep3396 Miss 
Emma Nichols 

I am not happy at all about the Chiltern DC possibly suggesting that we will lose Westwood Park and the Woods at 
West Wood. I play tennis with my friends at Westwood Park and walk in West Woods. If houses are built there, where 
will I be able to meet my friends and play sports in the fresh open air? I walk to Dr Challoner's High School, if you build 
more houses in our village and have more traffic driving through to get to more offices, this will make my journey on 
foot more dangerous with increased traffic and certainly less healthy with pollution from car exhausts. 

  

Rep3397 Mr 
Peter Sutcliffe 

The whole concept of building on Green Belt land is wrong. We must preserve the land in its current form. Build where 
there has been previous building! 

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

Rep3398 Mrs 
Tracey Allen 

Please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17. Firstly, I request that the green 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 make it clear that I feel strongly about 
protecting a second area (in addition to the hatched area on p40 of the Local Plan) 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 has a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern 
District Council and its successors 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. 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) because 1. IT IS IN AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB) and IN THE 
GREEN BELT A. It contains a chalk stream river. B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, bats etc. 
are in abundance in the area. C. The area is used as a key area for walkers, horse riders, scout groups, dog walkers and 
cyclists. D. It contains woodland, which should be or is already protected and is important as a flood defence. 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 most likely be uninsurable. D. Measures to 
reduce future flooding have not been implemented. E. Governments are irresponsibly 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 the Epilepsy Centre on the 
border with Chalfont St Peter. 

  

Rep3399 Mr Question 1: I disagree that there are no significant market relationships between Chiltern/South Bucks and   
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Joseph 
Kelleher 

Hertfordshire, I believe these relationships are similar to those highlighted for London and Berkshire. Question 2: 
Within village locations that are on the edge of a designated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, new housing must be 
built where infrastructure and amenities already exist and must take full account of the Green Belt principles. Proposals 
for housing within the Chesham Lane / Gorlands Lane quadrant within the Green Belt must be rejected since there is no 
supporting infrastructure available and such extension of Chalfont St Peter would destroy the essential separation 
between the villages of Chalfont St Giles and Chalfont St Peter. Question 3: I believe that this is likely to be the case but 
I have insufficient knowledge to comment further and the tight timescale for responses does not allow for any research 
and analysis. Question 4: I do not agree that Green Belt land should be considered for any large scale development. The 
Green Belt was created to provide 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. According to the National Planning Policy Framework, there are five stated 
purposes of including land within the green belt: • 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 derelict and other urban land. The Local Plan must uphold all of the principles defined within the Green 
Belt policy. Question 5: Making more efficient use of land within built up areas must be primary focus. Any village 
extensions must take place within the constraints of existing infrastructure and must avoid the destruction of effective 
separation between villages. There should be expansion of nearby settlements through Duty to co-operate, particularly 
where infrastructure in these locations will support expansion. Question 6: Small developments of affordable homes 
specifically targeted for local people similar to Lapraik Grove in Chalfont St Giles village centre. Question 7: Duty to Co-
operate should be fully exploited with neighbouring areas to minimise the level of development required the 
Chilterns/South Bucks area. Question 8: Small developments of affordable homes specifically targeted for local people 
similar to Lapraik Grove in Chalfont St Giles village centre. Question 9: The approach should be to preserve and 
properly maintain existing sites ensuring full utilisation. Question 10: Firstly not to further abandon existing facilities as 
has been done recently with Thomas Valentine House. Secondly to support small developments of affordable homes 
specifically targeted for local elderly people. Question 11: Chalfont St Giles village is on the edge of the Chilterns AONB 
and is of great historical importance. Its character must be preserved for future generations to enjoy, particularly given 
its proximity to London and ease of access. Question 12: The Captain Cook monument is not actively promoted and 
access seems to be discouraged. I am not sure of the current level of protection. Question 13: No comment. Question 
14: Not at this stage. Question 15:I do not agree that Green Belt land should be considered for any large scale 
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development. The Green Belt was created to provide 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. According to the National Planning Policy Framework, 
there are five stated purposes of including land within the green belt: •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 derelict and other urban land. The Local Plan must uphold all of the principles defined 
within the Green Belt policy. Question 16: Sufficient infrastructure capacity (existing and/or planned) is obviously a 
base assumption for all development incorporated within the final plan. However, new infrastructure must only be 
considered where it does not compromise the character of the settlements affected, this is particularly the case for 
villages that incorporate the Green Belt or are within or adjacent to the Chilterns AONB. Question 17: Parliament has 
determined various safeguards in relation to HS2 and the Chilterns AONB, in particular regarding tunnels and 
undergrounding of all overhead power lines. The Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan must follow a complementary 
policy to avoid destroying the essence of The Chilterns AONB and surrounding villages. In this regard the selection of 
sites for significant new development should be focused on locations that benefit or will soon benefit from railway 
stations close by and in particular to leverage the Crossrail project. I feel that the consultation process so far has been 
muddled and does not encourage effective engagement with the communities affected. The timescales laid down for 
responses have been too short. As the plan goes through the various iterations of refinement it is essential to improve 
the level and quality of communication and engagement with the communities affected. 

Rep3400 Mrs 
Jane Nichols 

I strongly object to your proposals to release the Green Belt land around Little Chalfont that are options for 
consideration for both residential development and employment development. Development on these areas would 
mean that Little Chalfont will merge into Chesham, Amersham, Chalfont St Giles and Chorleywood, which is against the 
rules for Green Belt release. Anyone who drives through Little Chalfont in the morning and evening will tell you that it is 
madness to consider bringing additional commuter traffic through our community with additional housing and 
employment; it will result in total gridlock! Thousands of people use Westwood Park and West Woods every week for 
recreation and keeping themselves active and healthy, thereby reducing the need for NHS services later in life. If you 
take away these areas thousands of children and adults will be deprived of open spaces and sporting facilities. Little 
Chalfont will lose its heart and the village will be destroyed. 
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identify sustainable 
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scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep3401 Mrs 
Isabel 

Such a shame to even consider Building of any kind on the Fields/Woods along the Vale Road in Chesham. This area 
gives tremendous satisfaction to all sorts of Residents of all ages. Not forgetting the Wildlife in the Woods. We have 
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McNeice many Empty Offices, Warehouses etc in Chesham. So, if The Council Powers That Be could please take time to look 
around the Town before contemplating trying to deprive us of our Green Belt time would be well spent. This Proposal 
was not advertised in the proper manner & many Residents knew nothing about it. No information from Local 
Councillors! Advertised in Bucks Examiner on Friday 11 March deadline for Comments Monday 15 March bearing in 
mind Saturday & Sunday in between left very little time for residents to get their response in! 

Rep3402 Mr 
Jonathan 
Callaly 

Given that the current state of our roads is pretty poor with the growing number of potholes and massive traffic 
congestion, particularly travelling down through Great Missenden between Monday and Friday - can you please 
confirm that the Road Structure will be massively improved and that any additional council tax recouped from the new 
development will be ploughed back into the LOCAL community's facilities. 

  

Rep3403 Mr 
Paul Blythe 

I object to the planning proposals set out in your document, specifically the ones out lined below affecting Chesham: 
4.7 Option F: 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 Also 4.7 Option K v) explore new strategic employment options in the Green Belt in locations that are most 
likely to be attractive to the market and to meet local employment needs. Suggested Areas of Search have been 
identified, for testing, in Appendix 5. Within Appendix 5 there is a specific proposal north of Chesham in order to 
explore the potential to provide new local employment opportunities to allow some existing and outdated employment 
sites in the town to be redeveloped for other uses. 

  

Rep3404 Mrs 
Jo Houghton 

I am against the further development of Chesham Bois which involves using existing green belt land and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty for any sort of development including additional housing, infrastructure or employment 
development. The key reasons are as follows: The Green Belt: The green belt and AONB were created to constrain 
future building and protect for future generations large areas of natural beauty. The Chilterns are one of the few areas 
close to London itself that both give local people and visitors who live in London the opportunity to get away from the 
City and experience stunning landscapes and vistas. Hundreds of Thousands of people visit this area to be able to walk 
through countryside away from housing development. It is precisely because it is so accessible to London that Chesham 
Bois' green belt should be preserved rather than nominating it as a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’. Quality of life: 
Chesham Bois residents paid a premium to move to this village because of its location and the fact that it was 
surrounded by green belt. Because they wanted their children to grow up enjoying fresh air, green spaces and to be 
able to enjoy walking through the countryside in an area of outstanding natural beauty. Reclassifying RSA-7 which 
contains vital recreation space, an ancient woodland and performs a vital role in segregating the woodlands from urban 
sprawl would be absolutely sickening and have a severe detrimental impact on our “quality of life and our sense of 
place and community”. Infrastructure: The area cannot cope with further housing and local roads and amenities are 

 The Local Plan will need to 
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The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036.  
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already over subscribed and busy.There are regular queues to park next to the Village shops and it is often impossible 
to get a space. Further traffic congestion is inconsistent with the ambition of delivering more sustainable communities. 
Other infrastructure such as sport and recreation, social care, waste water all have their limits too. These pressures are 
already impacting on the sense of community and wellbeing – it cannot continue as it is let alone increasing. The 
Chilterns: With a growing population and a changing climate we should be doing much more than our ancestors did to 
preserve the uniqueness of the Chilterns. The green belt and AONB was introduced to prevent exactly what the Local 
Plan is seeking to do. We shouldn’t be removing parts here and there unless it is absolutely unavoidable. I do not 
believe the evidence base supporting the Local Plan has made such a case. If the green belt land is used for 
development it will be lost forever and future generations will be left wondering how such environmentally insensitive 
decisions were taken by our generation. 

Rep3405 Dr 
Chole 
Freestone 

Flood risk – large industrial estate will only cause increased run-off of rainwater to an already saturated area with 
flooding concerns (and historic cases of flooding). A number of houses and streets could be affected. Traffic – increased 
traffic along Vale Road (which is unsuitable for heavier traffic) and throughout the town. Traffic is a major concern and 
it can often take 15-20 minutes during rush hour to just get through Chesham. An industrial estate at the North End of 
town will just exacerbate the issue. Green belt/AONB – the Nashleigh Rec ground is a beautiful area, with a wildflower 
meadow which has been cultivated through the hard work of local citizens. Additionally, it is the first view of open 
fields that you get when you step off the tube in Chesham. This land is too environmentally precious to be given over to 
an industrial estate. Loss of recreational/playground area – the Nashleigh Rec area is utilised by many members of the 
local population (dog walkers, families etc). The playground is used extensively. Increased noise and disturbance to 
residents. Vale Road is already a busy road which generates a reasonable amount of noise during busy periods. We are 
very concerned about the amount of extra noise that will be generated if these proposals go ahead. There are parts of 
the down which look run down, messy and in need of regeneration. It seems ridiculous that instead of focusing on 
regenerating these existing areas, money should be put into building a new industrial area which will only expand a 
town already in need of some TLC! 

  

Rep3406 Mr 
Steve Clegg 

I have grave reservations about the ability of the Beaconsfield town infrastructure to accommodate all the additional 
residents as a result of the new homes being built in Wilton Park. The new town is already too congested at peak times, 
and parking in places like Wattleton Road is already a huge problem that the town council appear not be able to solve.  

  

Rep3407 Mr 
Matthew 
Wyillie 

We are writing to you to voice our objection to the proposal within the Emerging Development Plan to lift the Green 
Belt classification of certain areas for future development. In particular we would like to draw your attention to the 
plan to create further housing in the area known as Blackwell Stubbs Wood in Amersham. This is an area of ancient 
woodland and is within a designated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The destruction of which we feel would be 
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extremely inappropriate. These ancient woods and the surrounding fields are protected for a reason. Chesham Bois is 
an historic village of significant character surrounded by countryside and woodland. It is this countryside that helps 
define the village. Blackwell Stubbs and the fields beyond are enjoyed on a regular basis by residents of all ages, 
including ourselves and our children. They are rich with vegetation and wildlife and are home to a significant number of 
badger sets. We feel that developing this area would be very harmful to the amenity of the area. We also feel that 
development of this area will also have a further negative impact on the village with regards to the provision of access 
to the proposed site. Gaining access will require the building of roads, possibly contributing to the further destruction 
of countryside, or increased traffic levels on existing, quieter residential roads. Resulting in issues of noise, safety and 
potential congestion. It is with these factors in mind that we respectfully ask that you remove this area from further 
consideration. 

scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep3408 Mrs 
Linda Barkway 

Comments regarding the proposals for Little Chalfont: I have the following major concerns with this Consultation 
planning document: 1) The time frame allowed for the general public to make comments on this document is totally 
inadequate. I have not been able to fully read and comprehend the implications of this proposal. 2) The questions are 
not phrased in such a way that the average member of the public can understand or response appropriately. The map 
of the proposed development in Bucks indicates a much larger percentage of new development for Little Chalfont than 
any other area. This aspect gives me great concern. Any erosion of the Green Belt is undesirable and could create a 
precedent for future planning. This part of the country as an area of AONB has to be protected. The threat of HS2 
hanging over us and the county plans to site an unnecessary Waste Transfer Site on the A413 already threatens the 
beauty of the area. The increase in traffic through Little Chalfont over the last 10-15 years has been dramatic. The 
works on the M25 between junctions 16 and 18 some time ago brought a large increase to the traffic avoiding the 
motorway by taking shortcuts from those junctions by using Chorleywood, Little Chalfont, Nightingales Lane, Chalfont 
St Giles as a cut through. The condition of the roads is disgraceful, and the general infrastructure can barely cope with 
the current levels of demand let alone any further large scale development. The parking in Little Chalfont is currently 
not adequate for the demand. The approval for a block of flats next to the shops without any regard for parking is 
ridiculous. Any further new development will just exacerbate this situation, and the shop keepers and the residents will 
suffer even more. Plans for specific areas/plots for proposed development and the associated upgrading of the 
infrastructure need considerable discussion in the community before further steps are taken. If land has to be released, 
then it should be done with sensitivity in small plots over a period of time, avoiding the 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.  

Rep3409 Mr 
Ian Johnson 

Question 1: There is no means of judging whether the estimate for the number of dwellings required in Chiltern District 
is correct or not: clearly, the estimate is subject to significant (but unquantified) error. Outside influences like the level 
of immigration and regional development plans over the next 20 years could change this need significantly. Question 2: 
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The map in Appendix 4, which identifies the site proposed for development in Chalfont St. Giles, serves just one limited 
purpose - namely to show the site’s location relative to the existing developed area. Why was a more informative map 
not used? [Such a map exists: it was included as page 24 in the Proposals Map accompanying the Chiltern District Local 
Plan Deposit Copy (May 1995). The map in Appendix 4 does not adequately inform residents (from whom opinions are 
sought) about key information relating to the site, e.g. - Stratton Chase Drive (a privately-owned unmade path) runs 
across much of the proposed development site, from near the Mill Lane/Dodds Lane intersection right down to the 
village centre. - a number of owners of properties in the Established Residential Area of Special Character on the south-
eastern side of Mill Lane have rights “to pass and repass” over Stratton Chase Drive “with or without horses, carts, 
carriages, motor cars or other vehicles”. These rights continue to be exercised. - River Misbourne (which floods quite 
severely at times) and popular footpaths leading to Amersham and Seer Green, Hodgemoor Wood, Beaconsfield, etc. 
run across the land proposed for development; - Mill Farm and its buildings lie within the proposed site; - Tree 
Preservation Order no. 4-1954 applies to Millfield Plantation [designated as TPO Area ‘W.1.] bordering Stratton Chase 
Drive (adjacent to ‘Green Tiles’ and ‘Woodcote’ in Mill Lane) and, also, to trees on both sides of the unmade part of 
Stratton Chase Drive along its entire length [designated TPO Area ‘A.1’.] - Part of the proposed development area 
would be above the tunnels of HS2 (which is understood to be prohibited). The above facts make it obvious that much 
of the area marked on the Chalfont St. Giles map in Appendix 4 is not suitable for development and/or is unlikely to be 
classed as “available”. Question 3: There may be infill areas within ‘built-up areas’ in the village. Question 4: We agree 
with the approach which protects the Green Belt and AONB. A combination of development near stations AND 
providing co-ordinated bus services would be sensible. 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 and it is within the Green Belt and AONB. This area is alongside the public footpath to Amersham much used 
by residents and visitors. Furthermore, the proposed development of Newland 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: Affordable dwellings should be developed to accommodate a serious need. It is 
noted that there is currently considerable uncertainty about the number of affordable dwellings needed. Question 9 
Need to consider the issues of access and infrastructure support. No obvious sites for ‘Travelling’ people in CSG. 
Question 10: Accommodation for the elderly is needed in the village. There is very limited availability at present. In 
recent years, some such facilities have been redeveloped/refurbished and then not restricted to their former use as 
accommodation for the elderly only. Question 11: Important CSG heritage sites include Milton’s Cottage, the Parish 
Church, Jordans Meeting House, Captain Cook’s Memorial and the Chiltern Open Air Museum. The heritage of CSG is 
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very important to the residents and greatly valued by them and the many visitors to the area. Question 12: The Chiltern 
Way footpath; the Village Green and pond; and the path alongside River Misbourne all need protection, as do the 
following: The unmade part of ‘Stratton Chase Drive’ and, also, ‘The Dell’ (adjacent to the cricket ground at the 
Bowstridge Lane Playing Fields): these are also heritage assets and they both need to be designated for special 
protection: - The unmade part of Stratton Chase Drive is a unique heritage asset. Residents find it a tranquil, rural place 
to walk. It is the tree-lined path closest to the village centre. It is free of farm animals and there are only very 
occasional, slowly moving cars: it is therefore safe to let (well-trained) dogs run off the lead. - The Drive is of historic 
importance because it used to be the means of access to ‘Stratton Chase’ (a former large house) and, also, to 
properties built in Mill Lane from the 1920s [?] until Mill Lane was surfaced. - The Drive is also known as ‘Conker Drive’ 
and is very popular with young collectors of the fruit of the many horse chestnuts that line this path. - The Dell next to 
the Cricket Ground is a pleasant, undulating open space which makes it an attractive part of the Playing Fields. Its 
proximity to the Paradigm housing estate makes it an important open space for a significant number of residents. Note: 
There is a real need to take action to protect ‘The Dell’. Some years ago, there was a serious proposal by the site’s 
owner to benefit financially by using the site for landfill. This would have been a great loss to the village but this 
amenity could yet become a landfill site unless it is adequately protected by the Local Plan. Question 13: The playing 
fields, the allotments and the fields either side of the Misbourne are all most important leisure facilities. The proposed 
development will generate both a population increase and an increased demand for leisure facilities – possibly on new 
sites within the village. Question 14: We ought to have some but don’t know what they are. Here are a few 
suggestions: 1. The Local Plan must give real protection to the Chalfont St. Giles Conservation Area. 2. Developers using 
heavy vehicles while undertaking a development should be required to lodge a bond with the Planning Authority to 
make it certain that inevitable damage to verges, roads, etc. can be reinstated at the developer’s expense. 3. Action 
must be taken to penalise developers who remove trees from a site before submitting a planning application. 4. The 
new Local Plan must require Chiltern District Council to tilt the balance away from property developers towards the 
retention of trees and the wooded environment, which is so important for wildlife. 5. Before finalising the Local Plan, 
the advice of the County Archaeologist should be sought. In 2004, at a public lecture in Chalfont St. Giles, the County 
Archaeologist made it clear that there have been a number of finds in the Chalfont St. Giles/Jordans area. Question 15: 
I don’t understand the question. Question 16: This is an absolutely key issue. The agreed development at Newland 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. The 
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A413 between Amersham and Chalfont St. Peter already has difficulty handling traffic volumes at peak hours and the 
situation will get much worse when the road has to accommodate additional traffic generated by development at both 
the proposed site and Newland Park – and, also, large vehicles: travelling to/from the proposed waste transfer site 
beside the A413 between Chalfont St. Giles and Amersham; transporting HS2 spoil from excavations in Bottom House 
Farm Lane, etc. to places unknown. Residents of Chalfont St. Giles do not want the A413 to be widened but we should 
all be celebrating Chiltern District Council’s past wisdom in purchasing land alongside the A413 that would be required 
if road widening were ever judged to be essential. Permitting development on the site proposed for Chalfont St. Giles 
would be perverse and would rule out the possibility of road widening - rather like selling off the family silver to pay for 
holidays. The proposed development site is long-term asset: Retain it. 

Rep3411 Cllr 
Guy Hollis 
Councillor 
South Bucks 
District 
Council 

Good point [Name]. The HEDNA is not what I would call the soundest piece of evidence based research by a long chalk. 
It fails to adequately understand our demographics and utilizes crude extrapolations to guess at population growth as 
the chief driver for housing need. Furthermore, there is a lot of hearsay taken as fact from unknown ' businessmen' 
who attended a workshop with officers plus the sort of crude economic forecasting that failed to spot the 2007/8 crash 
and is by its own admission not really sound, informing the economic development need. The emperor has no clothes! 
Let's revert to the approved 2011 data and extrapolate from that instead using whatever methodology was then used. 
This too is part of my formal response to this consultation. Regards, [name]. On 25 February 2016 at 12:53, 
[name/email] wrote: If you recall [Name]’s presentation, at the all member meetings and on the video, he stated that 
the evidence base is also subject to consultation. The relevant document is the HEDNA, which can be found by 
following the link ‘Evidence base’ which is inside the ‘related links’ box on the right of the ‘Emerging Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Plan’ page (accessed directly from the Council’s home page). To go direct to the HEDNA, click here All of the 
methodology, sources, data, analysis and commentary are provided. If you find any errors in the document please bring 
them to Planning Policy’s attention in your response to the onsultation. On 25 Feb 2016, at 12:35, [name/email] wrote: 
The question was asked last night in Iver by a resident, not querying the actual number but asking for evidence of the 
number and what sources were used to achieve the number. I believe we need a firmer response. [Name] On 25 
February 2016 at 12:33, [name/email] wrote: Hear! Hear! [Name] [ Name] On 25 Feb 2016, at 11:59, Guy Hollis <email> 
wrote: Dear [Name] When the 2011 Plan was approved it was independently verified by the government inspector that 
we only needed to build 2100 homes between 2011 and 2026. A 15 year period. Now we are told that we need to build 
7800 homes over the next 20 year period! Logically this figure should therefore be much lower. We cannot 
accommodate these numbers unless we expect our voters to see their green fields dug up and their properties 
devalued by the development of high density housing. There's going to be trouble. Exactly what has changed in order 
to produce such a wide variance from what was independently verified as required 4.5 years ago?? What on earth is 
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going on in the Planning Policy department?? Have you got control of this situation?? Please accept this as a formal 
response on my part to the consultation process RSVP 

Rep3412 Mr 
Douglas 
Silverstone 

My comments relate the local plan for Chesham. I recognize the need for more housing and that some must be built on 
greenbelt land. However I do feel that Chesham is at or near capacity in terms of infrastructure. We do not have 
satisfactory bus or road services for the current residents and adding further will put further strain on the town. In 
particular the roads through Chesham are considerably vulnerable. These include the a416, Red lion street, waterside, 
moor road, Amersham road, and church street. All of these operate as single points of failure for the road network. 
Should significant housing be built it should be matched by significant investment to ensure alternative routes into and 
around the town. Equally we should seek assurances from TFL to improve connectivity to Chesham station via the Met 
line, and seek improved bus transportation, linking the town to Watford, Amersham, Hemel and High Wycombe 
effectively. I generally support the plan to move commercial activities out of the centre of town to allow new central 
housing. Routes out of Chesham via Chennies, Amersham and the m25 would not be able to support additional traffic 
volumes so development should be limited to routes which allow connections via the a41. I would not support any 
significant development on land within the waterside area as access to town and neighbouring areas would not be 
feasible, without significant re-modelling of the area. Schooling is also going to be put under pressure and the 
additional development will require new non-selective school places at all age groups. 

  
 

Rep3413 Miss 
Oriane Alpine 
Rep3415 Miss 
Alba Alpine 
Rep3418 Mrs 
Nash Alpine 
Designer 
Happy Yumi 

I oppose 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 

 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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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.  

Rep3414 Mr 
Alex Jewsbury 

I am very against the release of Green Belt land around Little Chalfont for building on. It was created to check the 
unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas, and it should be preserved. The Green Belt is there to safeguard the 
countryside from encroachment, and it should be maintained. Little Chalfont is an attractive village in the Chilterns, 
surrounded by much beautiful countryside and the open green space that needs to be preserved. I recognise that new 
houses need to be built but Little Chalfont has already taken a much larger share of new houses than other 
neighbouring communities. We have new houses on Bell Lane, and also Harvard Grange. The village cannot cope with 
any more houses. The roads are now too congested, you have great difficulty now parking at the local shops, or even 
parking in the overflow carpark by the Library, we have difficulty getting a doctor's appointment, and even people living 
relatively close to their primary school cannot get a place. I know that once Harvard Grange has people living there, 
once construction is complete, then Burton's Lane will become even busier and it will be even harder to move around 
the Village. I am therefore against building on the field behind Homestead Farm between Long Walk and Loudhams 
Wood Lane as it would add houses and more congestion on Burton's Lane. My garden looks onto this field, and the 
field adds a really lovely rural feel to our garden and to the surrounding area. It is Green Belt. Once again, the Green 
Belt areas were made Green Belt for a purpose and should be preserved. This field also has a lot of wildlife. The houses 
on the south side of Loudhams Wood Lane have bats flying at dusk. The bats will be using the field for feeding and for 
roosting. I am also very against the development of what was the former Little Chalfont Golf Course. Once again it is 
Green Belt. I enjoy walking in the Chess Valley. This is an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, visited by walkers and 
cyclists, not just locally, but also people come from far affield and from London to enjoy this area. It must not be built 
on but should be preserved for future generations. 
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The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites.  

Rep3416 Mr 
Jonny 
Hayhurst on 

We are interested in a piece of land being removed from green belt so it can be developed for housing. The piece of 
land is around 3 acres and is located between Amersham and Little Chalfont. As you travel up White Lion Road from 
Amersham the piece of land is situated between the BP M&S Simply Food petrol station and offices at Repton Place on 
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behalf of Mrs 
Diane Heuser 

your left hand side. Almost directly opposite the Pomeroy Inn. The land has been fallow for a little while but is being 
over run with rubbish, beer cans, dog mess and drug Paraphernalia. We will have to arrange for the land to be fenced 
off in the not too distant future but will ensure the public footpath which runs along the far end to the footbridge is not 
impeded. We have been approached by a number of developers keen to buy the land and submit to planning but we 
are anxious to avoid it falling into the wrong hands as it formed part of Don Jarvis farming estate for many years. Please 
respond to [Name] - son in law to [Name]. [Name] is now the land owner since her father passed away a couple of 
years ago. 

Rep3417 Miss 
Anoushka 
Lowe Rep3419 
Miss Sahana 
Lowe 

Everyone needs a house to live in, but I am worried about the woods and fields around my town being lost under lots 
of houses or offices. I love my school, Little Chalfont Primary, and am lucky to have a place there as some of my friends 
did not get in. What will happen if more children come? Where will they go to school? Will my school be forced to get 
bigger? I don’t want that to happen as there is not much space to run around at the moment and its already a busy 
school. Some days the local swings are very full, which is nice, but if it gets fuller, no one will have a good time. Most of 
all, I’m worried about the future of the woods and valley. There are not enough woods already and I don’t want to have 
to go in the car to visit some. I like them close by where I can walk to with my family and friends. Please don’t build 
over all the area my Dad showed me on the map. Maybe some houses can go there, but only if there are more schools 
and playgrounds that we can all share.  

 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.  

Rep3420 Mr 
Adam 
Matthews 

I do not agree with the volume of new houses being proposed. Given the current size of Beaconsfield and the 
development already approved North of the A40 and off the Pyebush roundabout, if the proposed number of 
additional houses was built then this would disproportionately increase the housing density in the area and put stress 
and pressure on infrastructure that is already insufficient. The traffic infrastructure is already at capacity - joining the 
A40, A355 and navigating through Old Beaconsfield is difficult throughout the day especially at peak times. The 
motorway junction at Beaconsfield is already very heavily used resulting in queues on the motorway itself into London 
creating a hazard coming up to the M25, M4, M40 junctions. Multiple fatal accidents occur here with the current level 
of traffic so by increasing the dwellings and therefor traffic by this amount would increase the risk and danger of the 
motorways. Additionally removal of trees and vegetation by building of this scale would dramatically increase noise 
pollution as they currently form a barrier from the multiple motorways to Beaconsfield Old town. The Trains in to 
London are already at full capacity during peak times and this level of development would put unmanageable demand 
on this already stretched service. There is also no additional parking available at Beaconsfield station or at other local 
stations. I am concerned that building on Green Belt land should not be negotiable. The fundamental aim of Green Belt 
is to prevent Urban Sprawl. Open spaces and quality of life should be protected for the wellbeing of the community. By 
building on green belt land a precedent would be set and it would be difficult to stop further development resulting in 
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a ribbon development which would make our local towns and villages a sprawling extension of London with no 
discernible borders between each settlement. Local schools are already at capacity particularly secondary schools as 
well as local NHS facilities including local doctors and dentists. Police and Traffic Wardens have also been reduced 
already and as a result parking nearby local schools is already at capacity. Illegal parking and dangerous parking is 
prevalent and there are no parking controls to stop this. Increasing the local population by this number would increase 
this problem and make the situation worse and highly dangerous. The condition of the local roads is poor with multiple 
deep potholes that are not filled. By increasing the population this would put extra stress on these already poorly 
maintained roads. Specifically the areas I have the most concern with are as follows: Green Belt Parcel area South East 
of Pyebush Roundabout between the A40 and M40 – I am concerned that the development of this area would put too 
much additional traffic specifically commercial vehicles joining the road. Especially with the already approved 
development to the North of Pyebush Roundabout on Wilton Park with access routes on and off the roundabout 
already approved and under construction – this would potentially create gridlock on and off the roundabout. Green 
Belt Parcel area south of the A40 from the Pyebush Roundabout continuing west running parallel with the M40 to the 
outer edge of Beaconsfield. I am concerned that the development of this area would put too much additional traffic 
and result in the loss of amenity of the Rugby Club grounds which are used every week by large groups of children and 
adults. Loss of open spaces which are used for people walking dogs, children playing etc. Also loss of vegetation and 
sound barrier between M40 and the town. Excessive development and increase in population not sustainable with 
local, Dentists or Schools. 

Rep3421 Dr 
Elizabeth Flinn 

Question 8 I think that the Green Belt should be left intact; it was put there for a reason and building of houses or 
industrials sites there will a great shame. It is a beautiful area and very popular with walkers and cyclists. The Green 
Belt has ensured that the area of the Chess Valley has remained undeveloped, and it should stay so. The Chess has 
interesting and important wildlife in and around it and any plans to build in the vicinity would potentially destroy this 
delicate habitat. Question 18 I object to the plans to build houses and an industrial area in the fields between the 
Amersham Road and Latimer Road. As a resident of Latimer, I enjoy the peace and quiet of the area and I know that 
more housing will lead to more traffic through the village and cause great problems on the narrow roads in the area. 
The junctions with the A404 Amersham Road would also become congested and cause longer queues than now. 

  

Rep3422 Mr 
Ian Mattingley 

I wish to formally respond to the Consultation Request in the matter of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2014 – 
2036. 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 
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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. 

Rep3423 Mrs 
Elizabeth 
Richardson 
Deputy Town 
Clerk 
Amersham 
Town Council 

Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, 
on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint 
Local Plan process? Response: The HEDNA is a specialist planning document and we do not have any comment at this 
stage on how the current needs assessment has been calculated. However, we would ask that during the next stages of 
the Joint Local Plan process, when further testing is carried out on the needs assessment, due consideration is given to 
provide a balance between the needs for housing, retail, leisure and open space facilities. Question 2: Do you have any 
comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and 
whether additional sites should be added? Response: The Town Council considers that there are some sites within 
Amersham which should be removed from the Green Belt and re-designated as ‘land for community use’. These 
include: Hervines Park, Amersham-on-the-Hill – (only the current built up area of the park), the remainder of the park 
should retain Green Belt status- Reason: – the built up area of the park is already in full community use as a well-used 
and popular facility and this should be recognised and retained. Land adjoining Rectory Meadow Surgery - junction 
between School Lane & Rectory Hill Land to be removed from Green Belt and re-designated for community use. 
Reason: this pocket of land is not suitable for housing development because of the position of the underlying gas main, 
but would be a valuable asset for community use in the locality. 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? Response: Mindful of the 
extreme lack of public open space in Amersham-on-the-Hill, and the value of the existing open space sites, Councillors 
are concerned that the land currently owned by Amersham Cricket Club on Woodside Road should be restricted from 
built form development and should be retained as a leisure facility. 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. Response: Members consider that the current Join Local Plan Vision is 
too focused on development in the main settlement areas of the district and that greater emphasis should be placed on 
possible development in the smaller settlements. 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? Response: Of all the proposed Spatial Strategy Options, Members consider that 
priority should be given to the following Options: Option D – Built area extensions to settlements outside the plan area 
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Option E – Urban extensions to a wider range of settlements Option I – Extensions to other settlements such as the 
larger villages Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options 
that could be part of these options? Response: Of the Green Belt sites currently being tested for possible development, 
as shown within Appendix 2 of the Consultation Document (‘Green Belt Strategic Options’), there is some concern that 
three Amersham sites (Site No’s 23a, 30 and 31) from the list of ‘Green Belt Assessment Parcel Proformas’ are in fact in 
the flood plain and therefore not suitable for development. It is assumed that this constraint will be examined more 
fully at the next stage of the consultation process. It is also noted that Site No. 23a, as depicted in the Green Belt 
Assessment, does not correspond to the land identified on the Green Belt Strategic Options map included in Appendix 2 
of the consultation document and clarification is required on this. Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested 
level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? Response: Members are fully supportive of the option to examine 
potential expansion of nearby settlements outside the district under the “Duty to Co-operate” such as in Aylesbury 
Vale. Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing 
need? Response: Members consider that it is difficult to comment on how the councils can meet the local affordable 
housing need without clarification on what defines ‘affordable housing’. Clarification is also required on the provision 
for ‘social housing’ within the plan and how this provision will be differentiated from affordable housing. The Town 
Council fully recognises the need for more affordable housing in the area and is aware of the difficulty currently 
encountered by the District in imposing quotas on smaller developments. However Councillors feel unable to offer 
suggestions on how this can be addressed. Question 9: Do you have any comments on the above options to meet the 
needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? Response: There is no additional comment to be made at this 
time beyond those made under previous submissions. However, Members would suggest that the current traveller site 
at Green Park, in Copperkins Lane does not have scope for further expansion. Question 10: How do you think the Joint 
Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? 
Response: Councillors are unsure what defines “specialist” elderly care. Whilst they do not have any suggestions on 
how the District can best meet the needs for specialist elderly accommodation, they would expect that the District 
Council will work closely with the County Council who has a responsibility for care of the elderly. Question 11: Do you 
have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to 
quality of life and our sense of place and community? Response: Amersham Old Town has a high quantity of heritage 
assets which should be protected. Any development would need to retain the character of the vicinity by not 
“cramping in” the old town buildings and should retain the rural setting. Development would need to be sympathetic 
to the character of the existing built forms. Much of Amersham-on-the-Hill is characterised by ‘metroland’ style 
development including ‘Established Areas of Residential Special Character’. These areas are typified by open aspects of 
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existing dwellings, a character which adds greatly to the quality of the housing and which would be spoilt if lost as a 
result of intensification of development. Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets 
that should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important locally? Response: We are not aware of any 
unprotected heritage assets beyond those already identified. 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. 
Response: See Question 2 above regarding areas for re-designation as space for community use. Question 14: Do you 
have any nominations for Local Measures? Response: As already stated, the Town Council feels that priority should be 
given to protecting the existing areas of open space within Amersham in order to retain the quality of life for residents. 
Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7. Response: Members have no further 
comment at this stage. Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, 
infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? Response: Members are concerned about the significant amount of proposed 
development within the district and how the council will ensure that a corresponding level of infrastructure can be 
provided in order to maintain the quality of life enjoyed particularly by residents of Amersham. Members would expect 
the District Council to work in partnership with the County Council to ensure that infrastructure needs are met, 
including provision for schools and health centres. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the 
councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or 
opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? Response: Councillors feel that the main 
challenge to be met by the Joint Local Plan will be how to meet the required housing development targets, whilst still 
retaining a balance between the additional housing provision and the socio-economic requirements, including 
adequate open space, leisure and retail provision and infrastructure and transport necessities. Amersham residents 
currently enjoy an excellent quality of life, as demonstrated in numerous national surveys and Councillors feel this 
should not be eroded by overdevelopment and loss of existing amenities.  

Rep3424 Mrs 
Johanna 
Matthews 
Dogs About 
Town 

I do not agree with the volume of new houses being proposed. Given the current size of Beaconsfield and the 
development already approved North of the A40 and off the Pyebush roundabout, if the proposed number of 
additional houses was built then this would disproportionately increase the housing density in the area and put stress 
and pressure on infrastructure that is already insufficient. The traffic infrastructure is already at capacity - joining the 
A40, A355 and navigating through Old Beaconsfield is difficult throughout the day especially at peak times. The 
motorway junction at Beaconsfield is already very heavily used resulting in queues on the motorway itself into London 
creating a hazard coming up to the M25, M4, M40 junctions. Multiple fatal accidents occur here with the current level 
of traffic so by increasing the dwellings and therefor traffic by this amount would increase the risk and danger of the 
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motorways. Additionally removal of trees and vegetation by building of this scale would dramatically increase noise 
pollution as they currently form a barrier from the multiple motorways to Beaconsfield Old town. The Trains in to 
London are already at full capacity during peak times and this level of development would put unmanageable demand 
on this already stretched service. There is also no additional parking available at Beaconsfield station or at other local 
stations. I am concerned that building on Green Belt land should not be negotiable. The fundamental aim of Green Belt 
is to prevent Urban Sprawl. Open spaces and quality of life should be protected for the wellbeing of the community. By 
building on green belt land a precedent would be set and it would be difficult to stop further development resulting in 
a ribbon development which would make our local towns and villages a sprawling extension of London with no 
discernible borders between each settlement. Local schools are already at capacity particularly secondary schools as 
well as local NHS facilities including local doctors and dentists. Police and Traffic Wardens have also been reduced 
already and as a result parking nearby local schools is already at capacity. Illegal parking and dangerous parking is 
prevalent and there are no parking controls to stop this. Increasing the local population by this number would increase 
this problem and make the situation worse and highly dangerous. The condition of the local roads is poor with multiple 
deep potholes that are not filled. By increasing the population this would put extra stress on these already poorly 
maintained roads. Specifically the areas I have the most concern with are as follows: Green Belt Parcel area South East 
of Pyebush Roundabout between the A40 and M40 – I am concerned that the development of this area would put too 
much additional traffic specifically commercial vehicles joining the road. Especially with the already approved 
development to the North of Pyebush Roundabout on Wilton Park with access routes on and off the roundabout 
already approved and under construction – this would potentially create gridlock on and off the roundabout. Green 
Belt Parcel area south of the A40 from the Pyebush Roundabout continuing west running parallel with the M40 to the 
outer edge of Beaconsfield. I am concerned that the development of this area would put too much additional traffic 
and result in the loss of amenity of the Rugby Club grounds which are used every week by large groups of children and 
adults. Loss of open spaces which are used for people walking dogs, children playing etc. Also loss of vegetation and 
sound barrier between M40 and the town. Excessive development and increase in population not sustainable with 
local, Dentists or Schools. 

 
 
 
 

Rep3425 Mr 
Simon Woolf 

I have look at the Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2014-2036 (Local Plan) and in my opinion it lakes any 
credibility as being a sound plan due in part to the significant loss of green belt land around Beaconsfield and no plans 
whatsoever to properly deal with the infrastructure required to cater for the proposal to build so many houses in the 
area. This was the problem last time I responded to the previous Local Plan (referred to at the time as the Core 
Strategy) when I highlighted the need for adequate infrastructure; the response was that this would not a problem. 
Since the adoption of the last Local Plan, we have seen an increase in higher density building without the 
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improvements to the infrastructure necessary. The character of Beaconsfield has changed with more gated 
communities, more luxury blocks of flats and where 2-3 houses were demolished to make way for developments of 10 
– 20 houses. There is no holistic plan; instead we have seen a gradual increase in house building in an unplanned 
piecemeal fashion resulting in lack of places in schools, local surgeries under immense pressure, increase in traffic 
congestion, problems with parking, issues to get water and power services to new developments, etc. The new 
emerging plan makes no attempt to correct the problems caused by the last plan and I can see the same mistakes being 
made again. The Local Plan makes no attempt to encourage developers to help to build local infrastructure, unless it is 
a major development like Wilton Park. Furthermore, developers flout the rules to provide affordable housing for a 
development of over 13 dwellings. For example Orchard Green, Beaconsfield, a new development off an access road 
from Windsor End to Bradbury House (Near the Masonic Centre) is a development has 13 properties and a 
development of Lord Reith Place (at the bottom of Lakes Lane, Beaconsfield started with 13 houses and further 
separate development of 5 houses was added as a separate development. These 31 extra houses (13 + 18) together 
with a small gated community of 2 houses (Lakesfield) further up Lakes Lane, Beaconsfield has added to the traffic 
bottleneck at the top end of Lakes Lane. The problem is during the planning process, the impact on traffic is looked at 
in isolation and each of the 3 developments were argued to have a marginal impact, but when added together, the 
cumulative effect is increased traffic at the top end of Lakes Lane to the extent that it is now a problem. This is a good 
example where planners have got it wrong and the complete lack of a holistic approach of ensuring the infrastructure 
can cope with the increase in houses is clearly missing in the proposed Local Plan. In short, additional housing without 
the necessary improvements to infrastructure with give rise to the following problems: 1) Lack of places in schools – 
only last year a school in Beaconsfield was not able to take 20 children. No consideration of this is in the Local Plan. 2) 
More pressure for the NHS – getting appointments to see a doctor is more difficult. The government decided to 
increase the ratio of patients to doctor from 1200 to 1500 to cater for the increase in population, yet this does not 
solve the fundamental problem if local surgeries lack the space to increase the number of medical professionals. No 
consideration of this is in the Local Plan. 3) Loss of A&E in High Wycombe, puts more pressure on Stoke Mandeville 
Hospital and Wexham Park Hospital and the increase in housing only adds to this pressure. No consideration of this is in 
the Local Plan. 4) Congested roads – each new house in Beaconsfield and South Bucks brings on average 2 additional 
cars to the area. This, coupled with the additional vehicle movements to service each new house (e.g. delivery vehicles, 
post office & couriers, waste collection, friends and family visiting residents and tradesmen (gardeners, plumbers etc) 
carrying out work on the property) will add to the traffic. No consideration of this has been taken into account in the 
Local Plan. 5) Parking – with additional cars in Beaconsfield due to increased housing, where are cars going to park? We 
already have major issues with parking in the old and new town. No consideration of this is in the Local Plan. 6) Lack of 

settlements.  
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the opportunities that are 
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provision of energy. There is a real danger of black outs if Power Generators do not invest in new Power Stations. The 
EU now requires all coal Power Stations to be closed down unless they can meet new stringent regulations. We only 
learnt today that EDF are having serious problems in funding the new nuclear Power Station proposed at Hinckley Point 
in Somerset. The Local Plan infers that these services are not their concern, yet the supply of power is necessary and 
should be considered in any sound Local Plan. 7) Shortage of water – we have seen water restrictions more commonly 
coming into force so as to ensure everyone can have a supply of water. How are new houses in the area going to be 
supplied with water when water companies are having issues to supply water in the area? The Local Plan infers that 
these services are not their concern, yet the supply of water and dealing with waste water/sewage is necessary and 
should be considered in any sound Local Plan. 8) Lack of leisure amenities – there is no plan for a park in Beaconsfield. 
Other local towns have large areas of green space that residents can use for recreation, yet Beaconsfield has small 
pockets of land used for recreational purposes. If planners want to increase the number of houses in the area (reported 
to be up to 1500 houses) surely any sound plan would include green space that can be used to benefit the increased 
local population. 9) The proposed Relief Road will not be sufficient to take traffic away from Beaconsfield and really 
should have been taken from Ledborough Lane junction on the A355 to the Pybush roundabout on the A40. The plan to 
take the relief road to Maxwell Road junction on the A355 to the Pybush roundabout on the A40 is short-sighted and 
traffic will continue to travel through Beaconsfield at certain peak periods due to an increase in car journeys in South 
Bucks . The Local Plan fails to take this into consideration 10) Local Cemeteries are near capacity . Where do we bury 
our dead? Additional houses will increase the local population which will in time merely had pressure to this problem. 
Where is the solution in the Local Plan? 11) Aging population of Beaconsfield will bring its own set of problems since 
the elderly will have a greater need of medical services and care agencies. If the aging population increases due to 
increase in the number of houses, this will only add to the pressures on local medical services and care agencies. There 
is no provision in the Local Plan to consider this. 12) Local Transport networks – Amersham, Beaconsfield and Gerrards 
Cross train stations are extremely busy and the car parks are frequently full by 10 am weekdays. Additional housing in 
the area will only add pressure to these station car parks and the Local Plan makes no consideration for increased 
investments to cater for additional commuter car parking. 13) Emergency services will be under more pressure to cope 
with increase in local housing. Thames Valley Police are under severe pressure to reduce costs and over the years 
Beaconsfield has seen a loss of Police Officer numbers. This trend is set to continue which is absurd given the additional 
housing should provide additional funds from council taxes to pay for an extra Police Officer. The Local Plan also 
identifies areas of green belt land around Beaconsfield (Near Junction 2 of the M40) that can be used for business 
use/economic development areas. Unfortunately the Local Plan lacks any real insight into the use and value of the land 
around Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross. These two towns are typical commuter/dormitory towns where many high 
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net worth residents live in Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross, yet commute to other areas (e.g. London) where salaries 
are higher. Likewise there is a trend for high net worth families to move to Beaconsfield & Gerrards Cross from other 
high value areas e.g. London. A document for South Bucks District Council entitled Housing Market Areas and 
Functional Economic Market Areas in Buckinghamshire and the surrounding areas Volume II: Study Appendices March 
2015 would support this observation. On page 14 of the document 
(http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=6776&p=0) there is some very interesting analysis and data on 
commuting flows and migrating flows in South Bucks. However the work that Atkins did to produce these figures does 
not have specific data for commuting flows and migrating flows for Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross which is a pity. The 
Local Plan seems to be looking to increase the size of Beaconsfield by 1/3 and it has suggested the way that some of 
the land in Beaconsfield is used is to increase the amount of business use of the land. My limited research would 
suggest that this will merely attract a workforce from surrounding areas rather than providing work for residents of 
Beaconsfield. This is because Beaconsfield is a commuter town with residents living in above average valued housing 
working in other areas where salaries are above average and those that work in Beaconsfield, tend to live in 
neighbouring areas where housing is more affordable. I think the SBDC study referred to above that presumably 
includes Beaconsfield within the figures for South Bucks distorts the usefulness of the data in making any sensible 
decisions on how best to use the land around Beaconsfield and I believe further work should be carried out in the area. 
Wilton Park is already planned to have an additional 350 houses and a relief road, yet this relieve road will not allow 
traffic to flow due to the inclusion of various roundabouts planned to create access points to Wilton Park and to slow 
the traffic down. I also believe that a period of consolidation needs to be allowed for Beaconsfield to absorb the effects 
of 350 additional houses before any further use of Green Belt Land is considered. Furthermore, I do believe there is a 
good opportunity for the Local Plan to include the use of land currently owned by the Portman Birtley Estate which is 
bordered by the A355 and proposed relief road in Beaconsfield to create a park for Beaconsfield. The Local Plan does 
not include this use of the land for park land/open green space, but instead wants the land to be used for housing. This, 
coupled with the preference for the relief road to take the longer eastern route, does suggest that some deal may have 
been agreed in principal and this would be a huge mistake for Beaconsfield. It is important that areas of Green belt are 
maintained so as to ensure there is no Urban Sprawl. The Local Plan has identified the loss of huge areas of green belt 
land to east of Beaconsfield. This urban sprawl towards Seer green and Jordans will in time see these two villages 
become part of Beaconsfield, in much the same way as Holtspur has become part of Beaconsfield. I do think there 
needs to be clear boundaries between Towns and surrounding villages so as to preserve their unique and separate 
characters. In closing Beaconsfield Town Council commissioned residents in Beaconsfield to volunteer to put together a 
“Vision for Beaconsfield”. I could not find any reference to this document in the Local Plan which is a pity and I think 
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the Local Plan should consider the inclusion of ideas within “Vision for Beaconsfield”. I would therefore urge the 
planning officers involved in the Local Plan to contact Beaconsfield Town Council to obtain a copy of “Vision for 
Beaconsfield”. In conclusion, I would strongly urge planners involved in the Local Plan to reconsider the significant loss 
of green belt land around Beaconsfield and to create a holistic approach that includes plans to deal with the 
infrastructure required to cater for the proposal to build houses in the area.  

Rep3426 Mr 
David Stanning 

Q.1,2,3 - I challenge the numbers and how they are arrived at. Certainly in GX and CsP there isn't currently the 
infrastructure (schools, parking, medical facilities etc) to cope with such a huge influx of housing. And what account, if 
any, has been taken of the impact of offices-to-flats conversions that are now happening? Q.3 - I would like to see a site 
list please Q.5 - Option 5 had 56% of the votes apparently. Option G looks reasonable. Q.6 - 47b - ARUP rejected this so 
why include? 57a - flood plain and joins GX to CsP; 57b – ditto 69 - again, ARUP rejected this so why include? Q.7 - I'm 
mystified by the apparent need for more business/industrial sites in this area - what evidence is there to support this? 
Q.9 - there is clearly recognition, not least amongst the 'traveller' community, that their traditional life-style doesn't 
work alongside modern ways of living - see Select Committee's 13 Report, for example. Shouldn't the Local Plan reflect 
the increasing need for permanent sites rather than occasional 'stopping places' ? And is there still a place in 
increasingly crowded world for people to follow their star in a way that intrudes on so many others? Q.10 but there 
must be adequate medical support for the increasing community of much older people. Q.13 - it is crucial that 
communities have open spaces available for recreational purposes - eg East and West Common in GX, Gold Hill in CsP - 
and doubtless many other areas. Q.16 yes to CIL Infrastructure needs include medical centre, schools, roads, better 
parking, utilities. 

  

Rep3427 Mr & 
Mrs Peter 
Blunsdon 
Retired 

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 
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congestion and impact on village resources from other plans to build near Epilepsy Centre on border with Chalfont St 
Peter. 

Rep3428 Mr 
Chris Deacon 

I cant determine from the documents i have seen/been provided that Farnham Park sports fields in Farnham Royal 
would be affected by the change of status from green belt, but if it is then losing that open sports field area would be 
detrimental to lives of many people as it would take away some well positioned and mature sporting facilities. Indeed 
development money has only recently been spent and will be spent on a baseball and softball complex used nationally 
and for international tournaments. 

  

Rep3429 Mr 
Gareth Ellis 

I strongly believe that your plans to develop the green belt either side of Windsor End is a huge mistake. This is an ill 
thought out and conceived plan that is very short sighted! Not only will this have dire consequences for Beaconsfield 
Rugby club but will also have a huge impact for local residents as this is one of the few green areas available to the 
public in the whole of Beaconsfield! People will lose vital green open space and a very important community sporting 
facility will be lost! On top of the facilities that will be lost Beaconsfield with its poor road network just simply will not 
be able to cope with the daily increase in traffic getting out of town and the roundabout at Windsor End, this will also 
have an impact on the excellent farmers market on Saturday mornings in Windsor End. 

  

Rep3430 Mrs 
Zoe 
Bloomfield 

I object to any development on the green belt land as detailed in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036). I 
am in favour of regeneration schemes and brownfield 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. 

Rep3431 Mrs 
Pauline 
Dobson 

When did 'green belt' land stop being sacrosanct?? And why do we need further development in Gerrards Cross, 
especially when we seem unable to maintain our infrastructure as it is, ie our roads and pavements are in a dreadful 
state of disrepair. In the last 10 years, every time a modest house is sold, a developer picks it up and builds a 'small 
hotel'. The character of Gerrards Cross has suffered greatly over the 35 years we have been here with property being 
crammed in wherever and whenever a space becomes available. The walk down to Fulmer has always been 
pleasurable, going past the open ground (often with sheep grazing) on the right hand side where the proposed 
development is. If it went ahead we would practically merge with Fulmer!! I am sure our neighbours across the road 
from us bought their houses in the understanding that the green belt land behind them would remain just that, GREEN 
BELT LAND! The trees on that land protect Howards Wood Drive from both noise and air pollution from the motorway 
and, as our trees on the north side of Howards Wood Dr are protected by a preservation order, we feel sure that this 
should also apply to those. I trust my views support those of Arup's "not recommended" conclusion. 

 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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Rep3433 Mr 
David Banks 

My comments accord largely with those of my Parish Council. In identifying sites I would go further to suggest 
protecting from any development the thin southern green belt border with Slough Borough just South of Farnham 
Royal Church. I would keep building away from the very sensitive Burnham Beeches, not only for building disruption 
but the on going traffic increase and increase to foot fall issues. There is also concern as to the hydrological impact on 
very rare flora there. Increased building in Farnham Common could have a further impact on the sub soil flow, changing 
the nature of this largely beecj woodland. I would consider a northern plot on the Portman Estate to the North of 
Parish Lane and West of Kiln Lane, adjacent to the A355. i would look again at a small development on the land 
adjacent to the intended sewage works south of Elm Close. I would not look to see development in the car park in the 
central location unless a stilted development was proposed to ensure parking was retained. To develop the car park 
could harm retail business in the village. Similarly, flats could be placed adjacent to the Village halls if they were stilted 
and ensured sufficient retention of spaces to serve the halls needs. Better hall sound proofing would be required. 
District funded improvements to the hall would be required if there was a party wall as it would be a significant 
imposition on the existing building's light. Look at vicarage farm site north of Stoke Poges for possible new village 
served by good roads. Existing delapidated buildings. Look at Barn Hall Estate opposite Beaconsfield Services for further 
housing opportunity provided it does not alter the heritage status of the site. Look also to farmland adjacent to the 
M40 where a village could be constructed. Please ensure that all new development is imaginative and in keeping with 
the local design to enhance heritage. I would urge the District to resist the unreasonable demands of Slough Borough 
to take over parts of South Bucks for development when their own policy on construction is unimaginative. 

  

Rep3434 Miss 
Georgia 
Bishop 

Firstly, I request that the green 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 make it clear that I feel very strongly about protecting a second area (in addition to the 
hatched area on p40 of the Local Plan) 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. 
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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 not 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. 

Rep3435 Mr 
Krzystow 
Gogola 

Having become aware of the council’s proposals and, as a resident directly affected by them, I would like to make the 
following points specifically to a part of the Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt in 
Appendix 5 (Page 45). I would like the council to reconsider including the area between Vale Road and the wooded area 
at the top of Nashleigh Hill for development as potential industrial use. The meadows between Vale Road and Francis 
Wood have been used for many years as grazing or hay growing land. They are popular all year round with ramblers 
and dog walkers as the well-worn path clearly shows. During the summer they become good picnic spots and when it 
snows they are extremely popular with tobogganers. The meadows help by absorbing rainwater during heavy rainfall 
which, if the area was developed, would flow down and exacerbate the already serious drainage problems along Vale 
Road and it would be very disappointing if Francis Wood was levelled for industrial use as the area home to much local 
wildlife. I also feel very strongly that the infrastructure could cope not with the added traffic that this development 
would produce. The traffic through Chesham is almost at a standstill in rush hour and during the school run period. My 
personal concern is that the development would have a detrimental effect on house prices in the area both during the 
construction stage and when finished and the consequential blighting of the outstanding view from mine and many 
hundreds of homes along this side of the valley. I do feel that residents have not been informed about these proposed 
developments, even at this early stage it would have been beneficial for locals to have been notified on an individual 
basis. I only found out because a neighbour posted the details through my door! 

  

Rep3436 Mrs 
Victoria 
Murdock 

I have several concerns regarding some aspects of these proposals, which I will outline below: 1. - We have already 
been subject to significant development. Namely planning permission for 600 dwellings on the Holy Cross site, Newland 
Park and the Epilepsy site. 2. - Infrastructure is a recognised issue within the village, namely the drainage systems are 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
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Admin 
Assistant 
Chalfont St 
Peter Parish 
Council 

inadequate for current use, with raw sewerage causing problems when it rains heavily and the drains cannot cope. 
Also, the schools within the village are either full or near capacity. Clearly a lot of additional housing would put further 
strain on the system. I also wonder how are local GP practices would fair? 3. - My particular concern relates to the 
proposals to build on the Mill Meadow site, and there are many reasons why building on this site are unacceptable. 
Firstly, the field provides an essential playing area for the Chalfont St Peter Academy. A school cannot function properly 
and provide the required level of physical exercise for children, without a playing field. Having had three children at the 
school, I am well aware of the benefits this brings. Secondly, the area is used by all sections of the community for 
recreational activity, including the Community Centre which runs many clubs and societies for all ages, a play area for 
both young and older children, football and cricket pitches, tennis courts, as well as the Scout headquarters and the 
Parish Council Offices. This is very much a village 'hub' used by everyone in the village at sometime and it should not be 
developed. Thirdly, the area is also home to a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and Lady Gibb Millennium Wood. Again, 
all used by the public, as well as much used walks along the River Misbourne and to Chalfont St Giles. Lastly, Mill 
Meadow is on a flood plain. Even relatively light rain, can result in flooded areas in the play area. It could be argued 
that to build here would be negligent. 

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

Rep3437 Mrs 
Christine 
Duncombe 

I strongly object to the SBDC's prposed site of development to the south of Stoke Poges. I feel that the area performs a 
strong green belt function according to 4 of the criteria detailed in the NPPF and so should be preserved. The 
development of the proposed site would lead to urbanisation of the area, with the little distriction Slough and Stoke 
Poges. It would also destroy a huge area of countryside and threaten the historic Thomas Grey Memorial Site. The size 
of the proposed site of development would also increase demand for schooling, transport and healthcare and so 
necessitate further local development which would threaten the preservation of the village. I think that the sites 
suggested by SPPC, particularly the Bayer site would be the preferable option. 

  

Rep3440 Mrs 
Diane 
Bovingdon 

Re your proposals for housing and business development under the local plan. We will in the future already be dealing 
will construction traffic from HS2 ,local infrastructure cannot cope with current traffic at peak times, how will further 
construction traffic from these developments be dealt with, will construction companies want to work within these 
constraints. Local schools are already over subscribed , and experience difficulty filling teacher and support staff 
vacancies , how is this going to be addressed. Lastly I have no problem with you redeveloping brown field sites but our 
green areas need to be carefully looked at. I hope if ANY of these developments are carried through that there will be a 
large number of affordable houses we do not need anymore mansions we need homes for local young people who at 
the moment have to leave the area to find property they can afford to buy. 

 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.  

Rep3441 Mrs 
Jacqui 

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 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
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Veerasubrama
nian 

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 damage that would be caused to the area is irreversible and permanent 
changing not only the geographic area of the village but causing such extensive damage to the local greenbelt area 
which can never be reversed. This an area of relatively unspoilt rural character and this will be completely changed by 
the proposed plans. 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. If it is ever recovered. • 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 or very small gardens. It is time the village is removed from the short list 
of main settlements for growth 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. The impact on wildlife will also be great as these plans completly 
encroach on their natural habitats. I was particularly shocked to realise that in stage 2 of assessment of greenbelt land 
Westwood Park has been included. This is an area that is used regularly by the local community and I cannot believe 

development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  
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that this area of leisure would also be considered for development. 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 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. These proposed developments will take Little Chalfont 
from rural location to urban edge and this will completely change the character of the area. 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. All of these proposed developments will take Little Chalfont from rural location to urban edge and this 
will completely change the character of the area. I understand the need for new housing, however, in this case the 
needs do not outweight the costs and the permanent and irreversible damage that they will cause. 

Rep3442 Mr 
Mark 
Anderson 

Re Qs 8 the possible extension of green belt and 17 I wish to make the follwoing comments. I wish to object strongly to 
any extension of greenbelt into the environs of the Chess Valley, a designated AONB. I object strongly to any extension 
to greenbelt in the area between Stony Lane, Latimer Rd. and Bell Lane. I also object to potential employement 
development and/or housing development north of the Amersham Rd for the same reason, that this will encroach on 
this area of AONB and permanently disfigure views across the AONB. Before moving to this area 4 years ago it was the 
closest area of refuge in the country for myself and many others living in Harrow and surrounding suburban locations 
where we could enjoy the peace and quiet, walking in an AONB. I feel that current plans will irrevocably destroy this 
necessity for people, not only those living in the locality but for the many more who live further afield and use the 
Chess Valley, recreationally. 

  

Rep3443 Mr 
Anthony 
Walsh 

Comments in Relation to land parcel 57a. Overall NA numbers do not seem credible do they reflect normal anticipated 
development in this 20 year window as the need will be full-filled in part through this organic process. Arup document 
assess Green Belt on 5 principles based on specific local geography and suitability during the presentation in GX it was 
stated the council experts have assessed errors within as similar parcels of land were not treated the same so the 
council experts overruled the Arup recommendations. This is simply illogical the assessment must by definition be 
location specific. Why engage Arup if the expertise is already available internally? The parcel of land 57a is currently 
Green Belt and defines the rural setting along the east boundary of Gerrards Cross. The area is 8 ha in size and from the 
presentations the plan is looking for 15 ha in total for the whole of the county. This need must surely be satisfied 
spread throughout the county and not 50% in one location? The topography of the existing land is not very suitable for 
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access or development given the change in levels that exist this would pose challenges to development and eventual 
land use and access thereto would not be available presumably from the A413 dual carriageway. The purpose of green 
belt classification is to protect against development so that the lands remain as countryside settings and provide a 
wider ammenity to the local community. All the trees on the 57a parcel of land are under Tree Protection Orders so 
that the area may not be developed and maintains the current habitat it provides for wildlife and birds within. This 
needs to be maintained. The trees on the land provide environmental protection to the east boundary of Gerrards 
Cross by way of drainage, noise abatement to the busy A413 dual carriageway, and shelter due to density and height of 
the trees. The parcel of land 57a is in a flood plain along the A413 area and particularily so for parcel 57b on the other 
side of the A413. Any development here would effectively join Gerrards Cross to Chalfont St Peter. The existing 
developments in parcel 57b are not occupied and therefore call into question the statistical needs analysis on which 
the 20 year plan relies. The parcel of land 57a has public trails through it which are enjoyed by all the local residents 
and although the current owners consulted with the locals on use of this land and set out trails and benches within this 
wooded land this was subsequently withdrawn completely when efforts to get village green status were employed. The 
vaues of the existing properties along the Lower Road will be affected by plans such as the Council now propose and it 
will completely alter the rural setting and experience it provides to the Gerrads Cross east boundary. On the larger plan 
wishes, where will the additional capacity come from for schools, health care and infrastructure provisions required to 
meet the potential demands and all this will only add to the traffic congestion and stretched resources currently 
available. 

Rep3444 Mr 
Mark Kingston 

It is clear that there is a requirement for new affordable homes across the UK. The key point is that they must be 
affordable as there is no shortage of "unaffordable" houses. Can you tell me whether there has been any assessment of 
the additional costs associated with building houses on a flood plain? if so, am i allowed to see that information? n 
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 11-1 2-13-1 7. 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’. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow above in Purple 
(Fig 1.2) are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference 5U9993NW. Land 
Registry Title Number 3M294098. 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, 
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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. In addition, I am opposed to any future development of 
the and 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 Chiltem 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. Building houses on a flood plain also leads to 
additional costs that would make the cost of these houses unaffordable. 

Rep3445 Mrs 
Lynda Cooke 
Retired 
Teacher 

Q.1&8 There seems to be over emphasis on affordable housing which is often cheap and shoddy. Having identified an 
area for development it could be divided into plots of various sizes and sold either to individuals who wish to build their 
own homes in stages or in small parcels to local builders who often have a sympathetic and caring attitude to the local 
environment regarding use of materials etc. Relevant planning regulations would ensure the visual and environmental 
quality of the houses. An area adjacent to me is the mushroom farm in South Heath. Large and expensive houses are 
appearing at intervals with no apparent overall development strategy. This area could have been used for affordable 
housing together with good quality housing for older people to move into , thus releasing family homes . Q.4 there 
should be no more release of green belt land until every other option has been explored .I agree wholeheartedly with 
the stance taken on this matter by The Chiltern Society who have already responded to this consultation. Option F on 
page 13 states that "there should be a review of settlements within the Green belt with a view to removing large ones". 
Chesham .Hyde Heath. South Heath are mentioned. Chesham is a town with many facilities .The other two places are 
hamlets with no facilities . To remove them from the green belt it would be essential to provide infrastructure/schools 
/public transport etc. which would be inappropriate within the AONB and too expensive to be carried out. Q10 Elderly 
care homes need to be purpose built and situated within communities so that they can benefit from local involvement 
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and not be isolated .There needs to be parking for staff and visitors .They could be adjacent to sheltered housing of 
which there is currently very little. Q17 Whilst concentrating on the provision of housing ,the plan seems to have 
overlooked the need for increased facilities to accommodate the resulting increase in families ie. schools/health 
centres/ hospitals/ car parks/provision of public transport etc. If small villages are to be taken out of the green belt, 
urban sprawl will be the possible result . 

Rep3446 Mrs 
Pranita Varma 

Question 8 - there is an extremely large area of Green Belt that is being considered for removal from Green Belt status. 
A great deal of this area is an Area of Outstanding Beauty and as such, should be protected. The Green Belt has been 
created for very good reasons and it should not now be used just because developers want more land to build on. 
Question 17 - Little Chalfont is a small village. There is already a large amount of traffic that runs through it, given the 
positioning of the A404. Further building in the area will greatly increase the traffic flow in the village. The 
infrastructure of Little Chalfont cannot support the effects of this building; there will be an increase in housing and 
therefore an increased pressure on the schools, which are already over subscribed. There will be even further difficulty 
in finding parking in the village. This development will all be at a cost to Little Chalfont but there will be no benefit in 
return. There will be no economic benefit to the area if this development goes ahead but instead, it will only seek to 
put more pressure on the existing services and cause major disruption. Very importantly, an Area of outstanding 
natural beauty will be completely ruined. There has already been a large amount of development to Little Chalfont by 
way of housing and it cannot feasibly manage with any further developments.  

  

Rep3447 Mr 
Stephen 
Hodson 

I am concerned that the Employment Area of Search outlined in Appendix 5 is bounded on the southern sides by Vale 
Road and Nashleigh Hill. Any development in the area will naturally discharge additional industrial traffic into these 
roads because they are the closest roads to Chesham. There is already considerable congestion in both roads. 
Nashleigh Hil regularly backs up nearly as far as Ashley Green and the roundabout at the bottom of Nashleigh Hill 
blocks traffic entering Chesham from The Vale. This encourages further use of Greenway as a 'rat-run'; a use for which 
it is wholly unsuited. It is a residential road with a steep hill and two dangerous bends that encourage dangerous 
driving and have caused, during my residence in Greenway, three major crashes causing damage to property. If 
development in this area is allowed there would have to be major traffic relief development in the area and given the 
residential nature of the existing property around the roads it is hard to see how this could be achieved. There are 
already several unused industrial plots in Chesham that have not been redeveloped and I hope that priority will be 
given to making full use of these before taking land from 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.  

Rep3448 Mrs 
Linda Dawe 

The proposal for a new ‘business park’ reaching from Ashley Green down to Nashleigh Hill is totally inappropriate for 
this area. This would destroy part of the greenbelt ‘lung’, and AONB, so vital to London and the surrounding areas. 
More concrete covering already poorly drained land would exacerbate flooding too. And it would create more traffic 
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and pollution problems. The optimum site for a mixed development of light industry, retail outlets and some new 
housing would be Bovingdon airfield: a large, flat open space –perfectly made for such a purpose. Strong links should 
be forged between Chilterns/South Bucks and Herts to facilitate such a development in the right location to everyone’s 
benefit. Proposals highlighted in the Chiltern Society’s ‘vision for Chesham’ displayed at 25 February meeting were 
equally ill judged. Replacing St Mary’s way with an underpass would create an underground river whenever flooding 
occurs; whilst turning Star Yard car park into some kind of piazza with ‘shops, cafés, employment space, 
accommodation etc.’ is unfeasible, losing essential parking space and turning its back on the high-street. Our existing 
high-street needs support, development, & adequate parking. We do need to supply affordable housing in the Chiltern 
area; but this can only be achieved if new developments are not snapped up by investment purchasers for renting or 
reselling at a profit. Until that issue is addressed, there is little hope of supplying affordable housing, unless it is social 
housing built by councils or housing associations. Just building more and more housing will not solve that problem. New 
housing should come with a condition of local ownership and occupancy. 

Rep3450 Mrs 
Anthea Wright 

Recreation Ground, Plough Lane. I strongly oppose any application to remove this area from the Green Belt This is a 
local amenity, which is used a great deal by residents of the area. It is a playground where I take my grandchildren to 
play every week. The foot ball pitch area is an area where children can run around, kick a ball, let off steam. Locals walk 
their dogs round the outside. Teenagers gather there in the holidays and evenings in the Summer. We lost the pavilion 
a few years ago , we do not want to lose the field and play area as well. There is no other area for young people to 
gather in the vicinity of Wexham Street. 

  

Rep3451 Mrs 
Jacqui Rice 
Chair of BPFA 
Botley Playing 
Fields 
Association 

My comments are in relation to using the Botley Playing Fields/Codmore Fields site as a potential site for residential 
use. have examined the plans and I know the site well. I wish to object strongly to the development of these houses in 
this location. The Botley Playing Fields is an active and essential site in the community used for leisure and play. So 
much so that the community have rallied together to create the Botley Playing Fields Association which has just 
succeeded in raising £66,000 to build a new playground on this site, which is being installed in April 2016. From our 
extensive community consultations, 99% of the community were in favour of the playground being re-built. A key 
findings from our consultations was that there was a significant need to have a working, safe play space in the North 
and West areas of Chesham. There are, in total, 10 playgrounds in Chesham and only two are in the North and West 
areas, even though there is an equal split of children in the North and West versus the South and East. Your proposals 
currently put at risk these two playground (Botley Playing Fields and Nashleigh Hill playground) which would result in 
1,800 children in Chesham under the age of 14 without a local playground. There is significant value to investing in our 
open areas and creating play spaces for our community and we hope this is recognised when examining and 
progressing with the local plan. Some of the key values that have been identified through our consultations have been: 
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- To provide a place for a cross-section of the Chesham community to integrate and socialise - To provide a place where 
children and their families/carers can experience the outdoors and nature as well as enhance their health and well-
being - To create a playground where children of all ages (up to around 12 years of age) can play together - To fill a 
significant need to have working, safe playgrounds in Chesham and the surrounding villages Our design of the 
playground has been such that the site will now become an attractive destination for parents, carers and schools to 
enhance children's physical well-being as well as to encourage outdoor learning and play. We are incorporating a story 
circle and imagination zone for schools and the community to use to create a learning space. in addition, nature boards 
will be installed around the playing fields to encourage understand and appreciate the value of the beautiful 
surroundings in which we live. We have detailed records of our consultations that you are welcome to view if so 
needed. 

Rep3452 Mr 
Micheal 
Woodcock 

Although I can see the need for more low cost housing in the area, the roads which will service the new developments 
on Stoney Lane and Lodge Lane are totally inadequate, as is the main Amersham road. Any building traffic will further 
destroy the existing roads making them impassible to anyone wishing to access the Chess valley, Chalfont St.Giles, Little 
Chalfont, or Chorleywood from Amersham Road. The services can not cope with the present level of demand from the 
local residents and, depending on the level of development, can only make matters worse eg the recent release of 
sewage from the Blackhall Lane treatment works into the Chess. Any level of development along the Amersham road 
along Stoney lane must also compromise the drainage in that area and should the proposed plan to remove the woods 
and build on the land down to Latimer road be approved, then the inadequate drainage along the Chess valley can only 
lead to potential flooding in that 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.  

Rep3453 Mrs 
Angela Boxall 

I would like to save the green belt under threat in and around Little Chalfont and Amersham. I have been a resident in 
the area for over 65 years and I and my family have enjoyed the walks and beauty it has provided. I say NO to 
development of ANY KIND on the proposed areas. 

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

Rep3454 Mr 
Will Moubarak 

The mention that Stoke Poges Parish Council might consider selling ‘Plough Lane’ playing field to vacate it for the 
constructions of houses in the future is upsetting. It saddens me deeply, if it were to happen, because we desperately 
need every inch of recreational grounds for our children, grand children and future generations. There is already a 
shortage of outdoor playing fields for the young people in our area to kick a ball around and play. And to lose this small 
piece of precious ground would be a great shame. I understand that this might be a long way away for now, but I hope 
that the Parish Council would review this consideration and not go ahead with it. I therefore, reiterate my concern and 
reject any such proposal by the Parish council, of selling Plough Lane Playing field to any developer for the 
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constructions of houses now or any time in the future. Once again, please preserve our recreation ground for the use of 
the present and the future young generations. 

Rep3455 Mr 
Mark 
O'Callagahan 

these plans will ruin Chesham, they are made upon money and greed and the planned industrial estate is crazy it will 
never support adequate infrastructure and cause flood risk even more that it is already and most of all ruin a 
community area for good. 

  

Rep3456 Mr 
Derek Lowe 

I am deeply concerned about the proposal to develop the Green Belt parcel 69 adjacent to the M40. Westwood, my 
property, is the last house on the Windsor Road and as such, is adjacent to this land, forming a stretch of its boundary 
on the top left hand (East to West) of the parcel. I understood that this woodland adjacent to my property in this parcel 
is classified as Ancient Woodland, an area that has been wooded continuously since at least 1600 AD, and I believe 
Ancient Woodland is referred to in the National Planning Policy Framework. Trees and woodland classed as ‘ancient’ or 
‘veteran’ are irreplaceable. Ancient woodland takes hundreds of years to establish and is considered important for its 
wildlife, soils, recreation, cultural value, history and contribution to landscape. The area is also very rich in wildlife, for 
example Muntjac Deer, and many other birds. These creatures would be deprived of this natural habitat if the 
woodland were developed. This woodland also forms a natural barrier to both noise and pollutants from the M40. 
Motorway noise, already a constant feature of my property and for many residents in Gerrards Cross would no doubt 
increase if the land were developed and the dense wooded area. Trees absorb carbon monoxide, and this dense stretch 
of land directly bordering the Motorway arguably plays a key part in reducing pollutant levels in Gerrards Cross. For 
these multiple considerations I ask that South Bucks Council does not consider Green Belt Parcel 69 for development, 
and in this regard follows the advice of Arups, the expert planning consultants, who I understand did not recommend it 
for consideration. 

  

Rep3457 Mr 
Martin Peters 

1. If you are planning on building to the edge of the plan boundary (appendix 3) then what communications are taking 
place with those responsible for the other side of the boundary. 2. Building next to motorways will present problems 
for residents due to noise and pollution. The proposed build development areas next to the M40 in Gerrards Cross and 
Beaconsfield are two areas where the motorway is too close to potential developments. Should these areas be 
developed it would also restrict future development to the road network. 3. I believe the area of land in Gerrards Cross 
in between the railway line and the A40 is being looked at by Gerrards Cross Lawn Tennis Club (GXLTC - Bull Lane) as a 
possible place to move the club to. It would make more sense to plan one large sporting site where the local clubs 
could all move to and their land could then be used for houses. There are several sites that could be moved that are on 
your plans and some additional ones: A. Beaconsfield Rugby Club B. Chalfont St Peter Hockey Club C. SYCOB D. GX LTC - 
Bull Lane E. Dukes Wood Lawn Lennis Club F. Beaconsfield Tennis Club ETC 
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Rep3458 Mr 
John Williams 

I believe that the proposed sites in Farnham Royal and Stoke Poges perform a "strong" Green Belt function. There are 
far more suitable sites on the edge of existing developed areas which would be more suitable and have less impact on 
existing communities/residents. A good example would be the car boot sale and paint balling sites on the Gerrards 
Cross Road. Also the traffic implications, particularly for the Stoke Poges site, would be extreme, especially as Park 
Road is an emergency route for Wexham Hospital. 

  

Rep3459 Mr 
Matt Williams 

As a resident of park road, I find that the areas in Stoke Poges and Farnham Royal perform a strong GreenBelt function 
and as such should be protected from development. If there is a need for the greenbelt to be removed, I feel an the 
area on the Gerrards Cross Road, currently used for car boot sales and paintballing would be more suitable for any 
further residential developments. In addition to this any development here would not disrupt Park Road which is a 
major ambulance route to Wexham Park Hospital and housing in this location would provide a safer walking route to 
the schools of Stoke Poges.  

  

Rep3461 
David Archer 

Q1 No I presume the information is correct Q2 Yes There will be much opposition. Extra sites mentioned later,stage 1 
rejection areas should remain Q3 Yes Why not use the land adjacent to the M40 near the service station off the M40-
A355 junction. Also could gravel extraction sites be used when exhausted and are infilled. Q4 Yes so long as each area 
can keep it's own identity as much as possible. Q5 A) Increased density will have to be explored along with vast 
improvements in transport and other services,as it is likely that new residents will have to travel to work. Local jobs are 
unlikely to emerge quickly. B) Green belt areas must be preserved for the future to act as a buffer to Slough and other 
towns. If not the result will be complete urbanisation. C) The Beeches must be preserved, they have reached visitor 
saturation. Q6 Develop land towards the M40. value green belt Q7 Duty to cooperate may not work out Q8 No Q9 Not 
necessary anything built will be trashed Q10 Better to be near shops Q11 Preserve all assets Q12 Preserve Hedgerley 
village? The Farnhams have had their character removed by recent developments Q13 The present green spaces should 
be kept for community use Q14 More traffic calming and speed restrictions such as in Templewood Lane Parsonage 
Lane Colum Green Q15 No Q16 CIL should be introduced for suitable developments. Q17 The Councils should ensure 
greater control over developers A buffer zone to Slough is required. Further population growth is unsustainable. 
Housing must be mixed not just 5+ beds. Air quality surrounding A355 could be a problem? Car park essential 
somewhere in FC. 

  

Rep3462 Ms 
Orla Palmer 

The following list my comments on the joint development plan. Numbers refer to sections of the plans. Question 1. 
Farnham Common and Royal constitute a ribbon development on the A355 which is a busy A road connecting the 
industrial area of Slough with access to the M40 going North and South to London and ultimately to the ports of the 
South East. Most of the local roads are very narrow and have no footpaths so that they are dangerous for walkers, 
cyclists and joggers. Examples are Crown Lane, Blackpond lane, Egypt lane and all of the roads surrounding Burnham 
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Beeches. There is no justification for any satellite development or major building because of the nature of the 
Farnhams with the major access to the village via the A355 which is already too busy. Question 2 The only building that 
should take place should be in fill for brown field sites or replacement of existing buildings. Question 3 To increase the 
population resulting from building of more homes and the resulting infrastructure required in the Farnhams will result 
in the village traffic lights showing red for pedestrian crossings more frequently and resulting in longer traffic delays 
through the village. THe A355 is already congested and very slow moving during both rush hours - morning and 
evening. Longer delays of heavy traffic increases the exposure to toxic emission fumes for the community. The 
increased industrial activity in Slough will exasperate and contribute to the level of emissions in the village also. 
Question 5 and 6. Farnham Park which is a Trust for the recreational use of the community (this is a wider community 
than the Farnhams) since the original trustees were Eton DC. And which only got transferred to SBDC when the county 
boundary was reorganised. This land should not be considered as part of any future development. This is a valuable 
resource for the community with the increase in childhood and adult obesity and Type 2 diabetes and the medical 
requirement s for exercise for all age groups. Question 6. It is clear that there is GB land close to the boundary of 
Farnham Royal and Slough; this land should be protected from further incursions of Slough. Question 10. With the 
aging population it will be necessary to provide facilities ( sheltered housing for example ) since Government policy 
appears directed towards keeping the elderly in the community both while in good health and with medical needs not 
requiring hospital stays. Model systems for such facilities already exist in towns such as Oxford. Question 16 The local 
schools are already at full capacity and some parents cannot get admission for their children in local schools. As well as 
reducing the community cohesion it results in further road traffic as children are ferried to and fro to distant schools. 
With respect to public transport it should be possible to have a public bus service serving the major railway stations 
which could reduce the number of cars on the roads, in many cases could reduce the need for a second car in a 
household. 

Rep3463 Mrs 
Laura Correia 

I am very worried about the new proposal of a 1000 more homes to Chesham. I moved from London to this area to 
escape the busy life and enjoy the beautiful countryside which I can now see disappear if we go ahead with this. 
Already, Chesham can't cope with school places - are your building new schools? What about doctors surgery? I can't 
see how this is going to help our town where we already have serious issues we need to focus on how to improve it. 
Bekhampsted road is a nightmare at the best of times - can it cope with more traffic? Is it going to bring in more wealth 
to the area? Our town centre seriously needs addressing to bring more people into the area. We need decent chain 
restaurants, shops to attract people to come here. We need more parking. I object for many reasons and just highlight 
a few. I do hope all these points are addressed and remember what is special about our greenbelt and not just develop 
on it to make money. 

 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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Rep3464 Mr 
Vaughan 
Wenham 

RE: RESPONSE TO LOCAL PLAN 2014 -2036 A) EVIDENCE BASIS (HEDNA) 1) I am not convinced about the validity of 
these so called assessments for additional housing needs. 2) In the recent past, Bucks County Council tried by a very 
elaborate report to convince us that we would be overwhelmed by waste unless we built an incinerator. 3) Their 
evidence base was markedly flawed because they failed to consider the full impact of greater recycling efficiency which 
they themselves claimed would only occur in the out years of the plan , this was literally absolute rubbish . 4) It was 
shown that the incinerator was commercially driven and would have needed to consume waste from far and wide to be 
viable. 5) in much the same terms, these so called housing "needs" are driven by external demand principally from 
London/Slough. B) LOCAL NEEDS 1) We need to achieve a sustainable plan , more consumption of scarce resources is 
not the answer , it never will be. 2) Gerrards Cross has numerous empty office buildings and Chalfont Park is only 
partially used, we do not need to create any additional building space for local population or commercial needs. C) 
EXTERNAL NEEDS 1) We are being asked to consider the sacrifice of Green belt land to service the ever expanding 
needs of London. 2) Their demand for extra housing is driven in no small measure by the huge influx of migrants 
principally from the European Union . 3) This may not be sustained and maybe reversed, we should not sacrifice the 
Green Belt as a consequence of high demand in London 4) The greater use of IT will remove the need for workers to 
regularly visit their place of employment and will allow them to live much farther away from the main employment 
areas in London . 5) This is a positive development and is set to continue and should be given serious consideration in 
forming this Local Plan D) GREEN BELT AREAS AROUND GERRARDS CROSS 1) The ARUP Report conclusively rejected the 
4 sites to be considered around Gerrards Cross as unsuitable. E) SPECIFIC PROPOSALS 1) I am strenuously opposed to 
extending development west of Gerrards Cross along the A40 towards Beaconsfield. 2) This would be a great mistake 
and classic case of idiotic "ribbon" development. In short much more time needs to be allowed for a fuller assessment 
by local groups of this subject . 8 weeks is insufficient for individuals who are working!! 

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

Rep3465 Mr 
Henrik Watson 
Rep3467 Mr 
Thomas 
Watson 
Rep3472 Mr 
David Watson 
Rep3476 Mrs 
Zoe Watson 

I am strongly opposed to plans for residential/employment development in and around the village of Little Chalfont 
and 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 the adjoining areas of Green Belt land should be considered for release for 
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. As stated by the Government the Green Belt 
serves five purposes: 1) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 2) to prevent neighbouring towns 
merging into one another; 3) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 4) to preserve the setting 
and special character of historic towns; and 5) to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict 
and other urban land. The removal of the Green Belt surrounding Little Chalfont would clearly contravene the above 

 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 
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Government Policy in particular numbers 1-4. Given the scale of the proposed developments and the above 
Government guidelines I am surprised CDC have even considered the removal of Green Belt as an option. 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 large scale development would be very 
detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little Chalfont village. The proposed plans would have such a huge 
impact on the appearance of the village. People who have chosen to live in a leafy, green village away from urban 
sprawl would find themselves enclosed on all sides by housing/industrial development. I find that enforced change 
deeply unfair to all the residents. 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%). CDC need to 
consider the burden this large scale development has already placed upon the village before adding to it. 5) Any new 
housing estates would severely overload the already busy local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, 
train services, schools, healthcare, water and waste management. In my opinion development as demonstrated by the 
plans would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the rural setting of Little Chalfont. 

over the Plan period to 2036. 

Rep3466 Miss 
Catherine 
Spooner 
Rep3478 Mrs 
Kristine 
Spooner 

Objection Letter. I wish to formally respond to the Consultation Request in the matter of the Chiltern and South Bucks 
Local Plan 2014 – 2036. 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. 

  

Rep3468 Mr 
Mark Dickins 

The planning framework takes no account of increased traffic flows along the A404 towards Chorleywood, a road which 
is already inadequate to cope with the existing number of vehicles during the rush hour and other busy periods such as 
Saturday mornings with Chorley wood Youth Football club and late Sunday mornings with people going to and from 
Christchurch and walking on the common. Existing plans to create a traffic light controlled pedestrian crossing at the 
corner of Common lane will further reduce capacity whilst the agreed plans to increase the number of pupils at St 
Clement Danes school will result in more cars using the A404 at the start and end of the school day. This will be 
particularly problematic in the morning rush hour. Although this situation is most accute in Chorleywood there are 
already sizeable delays back past Green Lane in the morning rush hour for traffic heading towards J18 of the M25. This 
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same argument applies to the two potential areas of employment either side of the A404 from the Stoney Lane/Lodge 
Lane intersection. In the longer term the plans to re-designate Green Belt Parcel 29 will cause similar traffic chaos. The 
A413 is already saturated and it is not unusual to find traffic queueing from Amersham to the Chalfont St Giles junction 
during the morning rush hour. Lastly the putative plans to re-designate Green Belt Parcel 22a should have no place in 
any long term scheme. The Chess Valley is an AONB and for good reason. Not only is it aesthetically pleasing but it is 
extremely popular with walkers locally and from areas of NW London with many people coming out on the 
Metropolitan line to enjoy the countryside. It is also a fragile eco-system, it is not that long ago when the Chess was 
virtually lifeless due to industrial mills, we should not make the same mistake as previous generations. 

Rep3469 Mr S 
Schenini 

Iver is situate in strategic area; proximity to Uxbridge, Slough, and Heathrow. The major motor ways are close by, 
although the access to them remains difficult due to lack of connectivity. Iver will be connected to the cross-rail, which 
will make it highly desirable for commuting. Iver remains under-developed and under-populated compared to other 
part of the county eg: Beaconsfiled & Amersham. Its has a wealthy amount of lands that the county council can 
capitalise on to kick start a vast number of development programs to create growth and accommodation to people to 
live. Demography & business opportunities are important for the prosperity of the county. Infrastructure are vital for 
the development of IVER, especially roads, otherwise it remains isolated, the council should probably look to create 
fast link to the motorways: M4/M25/M40. Sometimes it could be join projects with neighboring council eg: Slough. 
Development of cycling lanes to promote cycling. One suggesting is to turn the golf club, in north park, into HIGH TECH 
business park to attract companies from central & north London. That golf club is near M4/M25, Heathrow, and soon 
the cross rail. It is ideal for a High Tech estate, there's already a golf club in Denham. Connectivity to the tub station, in 
Uxbridge is lacking. At the moment there's a county bus coming from slough and the fare is quite priced for 3 miles 
journey to Uxbridge. It is an obstacle for young people without a car to live in Iver. 

  

Rep3470 Mrs 
Evelyn Clack 
Full Time 
Carer 

I wholly disagree with an industrial estate being built on the Nash recreational ground for the following reasons .many 
local children use this park for playing in not just for use of the equipment but also to play cricket, football and other 
sports, it's use by many dog walkers, also it will be highly unsightly and will cause an increase in traffic on an already 
busy road, which could be potentially dangerous!!! 

  

Rep3471 Mrs 
Deborah 
Woolley 

Having studied the consultation proposal my concerns are many fold listed in outline as follows: Some of the Joint Local 
Plan Green Belt is within the Chilterns AONB in Latimer, Little Chalfont and Chenies area which have important 
heritage, biodiversity and which are beautiful places. This is against National Planning Policy and as such is 
inappropriate for development for affordable housing in search for employment. The character of the AONB must be 
protected and instead the council should be looking at brownfield sites and available less urban sites which are more 
easily connected to infrastructure, rather than looking at greenbelt sites and potentially bringing more traffic down into 

 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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the Chess Valley. One example would be the land to the north of the A404 with sites existing between Amersham and 
Little Chalfont, thus joining the community between Amersham and Little Chalfont. Greenbelt is intended to maintain 
open spaces and separation of settlements which create urban sprawl which is what will happen if the planned area of 
search for employment is designated. Chiltern District Council and those working within are directly both personally 
and corporately responsible for adhering to the National Planning Policy Framework (objectives of conserving and 
enhancing AONB). Remember also the fact that the Chilterns attracts a high visitor number of leisure visits per annum 
because of its beauty. How can Little Chalfont accommodate significant new development without creating an adverse 
impact on the environmental landscape and visual amenity of the area? Additionally, there will be very wide impacts on 
infrastructure including: education, health, traffic, parking, transport, water, waste water and waste management. 22a) 
general area phase 2 testing - contrary to the policy, all meant to enhance the AONB. Road will need to be widened at 
Stony Lane, which is already an exceedingly dangerous cross road junction and we already see several accidents each 
year so view this as an exceedingly dangerous option. Widening this junction will ruin the character of the valley and 
will undoubtedly involve destruction of ancient trees and general biodiversity of the area! At the other end of Stony 
Lane there will surely be a need for traffic lights or even a roundabout to ensure safety. Chiltern District Council has a 
responsibility to protect existing Green Belt. Chiltern District Council should protect existing AONB. Chiltern District 
Council should protect any effects on the Conservation areas, setting and views of listed buildings, parks and gardens. 

settlements.  

Rep3473 Mr 
Thomas 
Reeves 
Architecture 
Masters 
Student 

Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? 
Chiltern District Council should concentrate its local housing stock on brownfield sites and its less sensitive ‘urban 
fringe’ sites which can be most easily connected to existing road / transport networks together with other local 
amenities and infrastructure. For example, land to north and south of the A404 (White Lion Road) between Amersham 
and Little Chalfont on a superficial inspection would appear to be land that is not particularly special, unlike the Green 
Belt and AONB areas that have been proposed for development for housing. This would contain any new development 
along the existing urban area between Amersham and Little Chalfont – linking the existing housing areas together and 
creating a larger joined community. Proposed building at higher densities and development of flats to in the region of 
say 4 storeys could be considered. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into 
account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the 
new Joint Local Plan will need to address? Some of the Joint Local Plan Green Belt is within the Chilterns Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) in the Little Chalfont / Latimer/ Chenies area and has other constraints such as 
having important heritage, biodiversity or open space and beauty value which has not been assessed in Part 1 of the 
Green Belt Assessment for development potential. The land has been identified as an option for removal from the 
Green Belt at this stage- which is against National and Local Planning Policies. The proposal should be removed and 
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would be totally inappropriate for development for housing or in search for employment on the fringes of Little 
Chalfont – adjacent to Stony Lane and either side of the A404 towards Chenies, and the General Area 22A to the south 
side of the Chess Valley. Development should be contained within the current village boundaries. Expansion onto green 
field sites to the east of Stony Lane and Church Grove will lead to urbanised, ribbon development towards Chenies 
Village and Chenies Manor (with all its history, gardens, places to visit) set in the Conservation Area Green Belt and 
AONB, Chorleywood and the M25 and will have an urbanising effect on the existing open, rolling, rural landscape 
(Annex E). At present this stretch of land is unspoilt by any development and is Green Belt countryside. Search for 
employment areas such as business parks or trading estates would be at odds with the Green Belt / AONB and out of 
character with the areas and the beauty of the Chess Valley countryside and Chiltern Hills. All this is contrary to 
National and Local Chiltern District Council Planning Policies. ANOB policy is ‘to conserve and enhance the beauty of 
nature’ - and this is not consistent with large scale building and is contrary to National Planning and Chiltern District 
Council planning policies. The views, landscape setting and biodiversity should be enhanced rather than devalued or 
destroyed. Chiltern District Council should comply with the National Planning Policy Framework (chapter 9, Green Belt) 
The Green Belt is intended to maintain openness and separation and prevent urban sprawl. This would be created if the 
Planned Area of Search for Employment is designated. General Area 22A indicates an area for development on the 
south side of the Chess Valley. This land is highly sensitive environmentally and visually and any development would 
have a highly detrimental impact on the character and appearance of the Chess Valley AONB. Built development would 
be visually intrusive and would destroy the countryside views from Latimer House listed building and Park, a Grade II 
registered Park & Garden and Latimer village Conservation Area. Chiltern District Council should comply with the 
National Planning Policy Framework objectives of conserving and enhancing Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The 
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Management Plan states: ‘the Chilterns is possibly the most heavily 
visited landscape in the UK, with 55million leisure visits a year’ - this reinforces the high amenity value and benefit 
derived from the use of the Chilterns and Chess Valley area for leisure and recreation. It’s location so close to London 
provides very easily accessible links to the unspoilt countryside. ANOB policy is ‘to conserve and enhance the beauty of 
nature’ It would be unacceptable to develop this area of land for housing or buildings and is contrary to the National 
and Local Planning Policies. The current proposals and their associated road links are likely to have significant adverse 
effects on the individual components of the landscape - including veteran trees and mature established hedgerows, the 
aesthetic and perceptual aspects of the landscape - as described in the local Landscape Character Assessment, the 
character of the landscape created by particular combinations of these elements, and particularly valued parts of the 
landscape - such as the Chess Valley, which contributes to this value. With the proposed development adjacent to 
Stony Lane there would be a need to widen Stony Lane which in turn would change the character of the area and lead 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

358 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

to the removal of the existing veteran and ancient oak trees and destroy some of the biodiversity of the area, with an 
urbanisation which is all contrary to Chiltern District and National Planning Policies in areas of Green Belt and AONB. 
There would be a great increase in the volume of vehicles using the roads and a need for traffic lights / roundabout at 
the junction Stony Lane / main Amersham Road (A404) Chiltern District Council should protect existing Green Belt. 
Chiltern District Council should protect existing AONB (Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty) Chiltern District Council 
should to protect any effects on the Conservation areas, setting and views of listed buildings, and listed Parks and 
Gardens. The proposed scale of development is totally inappropriate in the exquisite local environment of the Chiltern 
AONB and Green Belt including the Grade 1 agricultural land posing an unacceptable threat to The Chess Valley and 
surrounding areas, destroying the nature, beauty and unique setting for ever, losing a legacy for generations to come. 
The local area and countryside should be protected and enhanced and not subject to built development particularly in 
any of the AONB. Note any AONB development would be totally contrary to National and Local Planning Policies. 

Rep3474 Miss 
Joanne homer 

PLEASE, PLEASE DO NOT BUILD ON THIS GREENBELT AREA - SAVE OUR TOWN. I have only 2 months ago moved to 
Chesham, making my decision to move from Watford to Chesham due to the lovely open space, and greenbelt area, 
making it a much nicer area to move to for us and my son. We specifically moved from Watford to get out of the 
"Concrete Jungle". It has taken us years to get enough money to be able to buy our property here, which we absolutely 
love! Nashleigh Hill fields, is gorgeous place which we take our dog, and my son loves to go for walks, to the top of the 
hill, and over look the houses, and loves playing in the park there with all his friends. The beautiful countryside that 
Chesham has to offer currently, is the reason people want to come and live here, it certiantly is the reason for us, build 
this town up with lots of houses, and industrial estates, will make this town into one not to be proud of, crime will go 
up, it will look ugly, increase traffic, be difficult for getting appointments at the doctors, dentists, parking will be a 
nightmare, traffic will be congested, the lovely unpolluted air, will become awful. Schools will be run down and 
congested. Everything we have worked hard to do in coming to Chesham, which is currently such a lovely town, and 
one that everyone seems to love and be proud of will go out of the window. Why ruin what is so picturesque, and has 
currently such a good community, to build a crime invested concrete jungle. PLEASE dont build on this green belt land, 
instead invest in a new parked area for the kids, save this town - it is such a great town as it is. PLEASE! DO NOT BUILD 
ON THIS GREENBELT AREA! 
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The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036.  

Rep3475 Mrs 
Tricia King 

Whilst I am not against a small increase in affordable housing and a small increase in workspace in one area of the 
district, this plan is far too big and will certainly change the nature of the area. This affects not just Little Chalfont but 
will encroach into its neighbouring villages such as Chorleywood and beyond. Already parking, travel, schools and 
doctors struggle to cope with the numbers we have. The loss of green space is a key issue. Some of the the plan 
includes areas on natural beauty which must be protected for future generations. In addition the light and space, 

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



Classification: OFFICIAL          

359 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

woodland and wildlife is a reason many of us live here. To lose the views would have an adverse effect on the area, 
possibly affecting the value of property and certainly the wellbeing of the inhabitants. I should also like to say that I 
have only just heard of the development and do not understand why neighbouring areas have not been informed from 
the outset and the plans made public. I am sure you would have many more objections if more neighbours had known. 
Please give the rethinking of this over-blown plan serious reconsideration. 

Rep3477 Mrs 
Stacey 
Godlonton 
Rep3777 Mrs 
Claire 
Biggerstaff 

Firstly, I request that the green 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 make it clear that I feel very strongly about protecting a second area (in addition to the 
hatched area on p40 of the Local Plan) 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. 

  

Rep3479 Mrs 
Maureen 
Davies 

Firstly I feel that there is a disproportionate amount of potential development in the Ivers compared to the rest of 
South Bucks. Please question government as to how they arrived at their housing figures for this area. I would not like 
to see any extension of Iver Heath and Iver villages. We wish to keep their character, ruralness and individuality and not 
sprawl into neighbouring boroughs ie Slough & Hillingdon. Pinewood phase 1 has not yet come online so the impact on 
Iver Heath & surrounding areas is unknown in terms of the volume of traffic. Together with all other potential projects 
the escalation of traffic will be immense using infrastructure, a lot of which is in disrepair, that cannot cope at present. 
The permitted expansion of Pinewood promised to substantially meet any employment targets of Iver Heath and also 
took a large chunk of Green Belt. I would also not approve of removing Pinewood from the Green Belt as this would 
then make it extremely difficult for the Council or residents to influence potential alterations during the 15 year build. 
Land at Richings Park (SB0043 & SB0065) would be ideal for the proposed Garden Village provided the developer is 
held to his word to provide a relief road. Other musts in such a build would have to include a doctors surgery and 
provision of a secondary school. As an active member of The Friends of Iver Heath Fields I would strongly urge you to 
preserve this parcel of land (SB0212) as a much used amenity for the local community along with Iver Heath Recreation 
Ground & Hardings Row Conservation Area. Finally the land grab from adjoining councils should be stopped without 
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question. 

Rep3481 Mr 
Sam 
McDonnell  

In answers to Question 11,12,13 & 17 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. I would also like to protect Blizzrads Yard car park. Any attempt to 
build here, would turn this car park into a anti-social area for youths, and would make the car park unsafe at night for 
shoppers of co-op or people working in the village returning to their cars at night. The woods and woodland from 
Stratton Chase up to and including Millfield Plantation are also a key area of woodland that should be protected. It is 
used by walkers, dog walkers, horses, cub and scout groups and contains so many different examples of rural wildlife 
such as muntjacs, feet rabbits woodpeckers, just to name a few. In response to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 
Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) incorporating issues and Options (‘The Plan’) please see below my response to 
questions 11-12-13-17. Firstly, I request that the green 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 make it clear that I feel very strongly about protecting a second area 
(in addition to the hatched area on p40 of the Local Plan) 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 
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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. 

Rep3483 Mrs 
Tomasin Deller 

I don't agree with the volume of new houses being proposed. Given the current size of Gerrards Cross and Chalfont. If 
the proposed number of houses was built then this would disproportionately increase the housing density in the area 
and put stress and pressure on infrastructure that is already insufficient. Q16: The traffic infrastructure is already at 
capacity - joining the A40, A413 and Windsor Road is difficult at peak times and the motorway junction at Denham is 
grid locked at peak times and busy throughout the day. With the addition of multiple new dwellings this would add 
stress to an already overburdened traffic flow in to London. Additionally the noise pollution in the area has increased 
dramatically over the last few years and we now hear a constant traffic noise from local roads and motorways - this 
would only increase with the number of proposed dwellings both from a population standpoint and also from the 
removal of trees and vegetation from proposed sites. With the construction of HS2 there will already be increased 
construction traffic in the area and this would be exacerbated with the construction of this number of new dwellings. 
The Trains in to London are already at full capacity during peak times and this level of development would put 
unmanageable demand on this already stretched service. I am concerned that building on Green Belt land should not 
be negotiable. The fundamental aim of Green Belt is to prevent Urban Sprawl. Open spaces and quality of life should be 
protected for the wellbeing of the community. By building on green belt land a precedent would be set and it would be 
difficult to stop further development resulting in a ribbon development which would make our local towns and villages 
a sprawling extension of London with no discernible borders between each settlement. Local schools are already at 
capacity particularly secondary schools as well as local NHS facilities including local doctors and dentists. Parking 
nearby local schools is already at capacity. Illegal parking and dangerous parking is prevalent and there are no parking 
controls to stop this. Increasing the local population by this number would increase this problem and make the 
situation worse and highly dangerous. The condition of the local roads is poor with multiple deep potholes that are not 
filled. By increasing the population this would put extra stress on these already poorly maintained roads. Specifically 
the areas I have the most concern with are as follows: Green Belt Parcel 47b. Developing between Gerrards Cross & 
Beaconsfield - setting precedent for ribbon development on an already busy and overused A road. Local roads e.g. Bull 
Lane are in poor condition with dangerous amounts of potholes that cars, cyclists and pedestrians have to negotiate - 
this development would put extra strain on these and surrounding roads. Green Belt Parcel 57b. - This is a proven 
dangerous stretch of road with multiple fatalities over the last 10 years. I am concerned that the development of this 
area would put too much additional traffic specifically commercial vehicles joining the road. The road is already in a 
flood plain and subject to flooding which presents additional risks. Questionable what benefit this would bring to the 
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local community. It would also be an unacceptable loss of amenity that the cricket and golf clubs provide. Green Belt 
Parcel 65a - Developing between Gerrards Cross and the M25 would be ribbon development and result in the joining of 
Gerrards Cross and Tatling End. 

Rep3485 Mr 
Colin Deller 

I really do not agree with the volume of new houses being proposed. Given the current size of Gerrards Cross and 
Chalfont. If the proposed number of houses was built then this would disproportionately increase the housing density 
in the area and put stress and pressure on infrastructure that is already insufficient. Q16: The traffic infrastructure is 
already at capacity - joining the A40, A413 and Windsor Road is difficult at peak times and the motorway junction at 
Denham is grid locked at peak times and busy throughout the day. With the addition of multiple new dwellings this 
would add stress to an already overburdened traffic flow in to London. Additionally the noise pollution in the area has 
increased dramatically over the last few years and we now hear a constant traffic noise from local roads and 
motorways - this would only increase with the number of proposed dwellings both from a population standpoint and 
also from the removal of trees and vegetation from proposed sites. With the construction of HS2 there will already be 
increased construction traffic in the area and this would be exacerbated with the construction of this number of new 
dwellings. The Trains in to London are already at full capacity during peak times and this level of development would 
put unmanageable demand on this already stretched service. I am concerned that building on Green Belt land should 
not be negotiable. The fundamental aim of Green Belt is to prevent Urban Sprawl. Open spaces and quality of life 
should be protected for the wellbeing of the community. By building on green belt land a precedent would be set and it 
would be difficult to stop further development resulting in a ribbon development which would make our local towns 
and villages a sprawling extension of London with no discernible borders between each settlement. Local schools are 
already at capacity particularly secondary schools as well as local NHS facilities including local doctors and dentists. 
Parking nearby local schools is already at capacity. Illegal parking and dangerous parking is prevalent and there are no 
parking controls to stop this. Increasing the local population by this number would increase this problem and make the 
situation worse and highly dangerous. The condition of the local roads is poor with multiple deep potholes that are not 
filled. By increasing the population this would put extra stress on these already poorly maintained roads. Specifically 
the areas I have the most concern with are as follows: Green Belt Parcel 47b. Developing between Gerrards Cross & 
Beaconsfield - setting precedent for ribbon development on an already busy and overused A road. Local roads e.g. Bull 
Lane are in poor condition with dangerous amounts of potholes that cars, cyclists and pedestrians have to negotiate - 
this development would put extra strain on these and surrounding roads. Green Belt Parcel 57b. - This is a proven 
dangerous stretch of road with multiple fatalities over the last 10 years. I am concerned that the development of this 
area would put too much additional traffic specifically commercial vehicles joining the road. The road is already in a 
flood plain and subject to flooding which presents additional risks. Questionable what benefit this would bring to the 
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local community. It would also be an unacceptable loss of amenity that the cricket and golf clubs provide. Green Belt 
Parcel 65a - Developing between Gerrards Cross and the M25 would be ribbon development and result in the joining of 
Gerrards Cross and Tatling End. 

Rep3487 Mr 
Richard 
Bowden 

I am writing to express my opposition to the declassification of green belt land surrounding the village of Little 
Chalfont. The proposed area is not only part of the Green Belt but also includes Areas of Outstanding Beauty which 
have all been designated so for the purpose of their own protection. The Green Belt was brought into being to prevent 
the unrestricted growth of built-up areas and to protect the countryside, the existence of which is of great importance 
to society in general. There is land within already urban areas that could be developed, rather than losing more 
greenfield sites. Our local services are already struggling to manage the population that exists in this area. School 
places, local health services and hospitals are already under huge strain and the roads and public transport systems 
cannot support a huge increase in the number of people using them without significant investment which is unlikely to 
come about in the current economic climate. 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.  
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Rep3488 Mrs 
Susan Thomas 

In the forward of your Consultation Document (Regulation 18) you state that you aim to provide developments that 
"respect 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" and "maintain the important function of the green 
belt". Your plans to release large areas of land around Little Chalfont from green belt for future residential and 
employment development completely contradict this. Firstly, the functions of green belt. TO PROTECT THE LAND FROM 
URBAN SPRAWL, MAINTAIN LAND FOR FORESTRY AND AGRICULTURE AND PROVIDE HABITAT FOR WILDLIFE. if you 
remove the proposed tracts of land from green belt, particularly around Lodge Lane, we would eventually link up with 
Chorleywood and Chalfont st Giles. Wildlife would be driven out and there would be little space remaining for 
agriculture and forestry. These in turn would deplete our wildlife. PROTECT CHARACTERISTICS OF RURAL 
COMMUNITIES. Little Chalfont is a village and as such has a community feel. By creating the proposed sprawl it would 
completely spoil the characteristics of the village. It would be noisier, busier, dirtier and less safe. ACCESS TO CLEAN AIR 
Green belt land serves as a 'green lung' to London. By building on it, which is the obvious reason for removing green 
belt status, the air quality in out village would deteriorate. But also, London needs help to improve its air quality which 
is currently one of the worst in Europe. Green belt only covers 13% of the land in England. We need all the help we can 
get. CHECK UNRESTRICTED SPRAWL if green belt is declassified, there is nothing to stop neighbouring towns/ villages 
from merging into one big suburb of London. This would destroy our special character. There needs to be exceptional 
circumstances to justify releasing land from green belt. All other options should be exhausted and I don't feel they 
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have, housing does not justify the decimation of our beautiful countryside. Once it is gone, it can't be recovered. In 
your assessment of green belt land to be considered for release I phase 2, you highlight smaller sections of land for 
analysis. This is ridiculous. Chopping something up changes it. You cannot take slices off the green belt sections so it 
suits your requirements. It must be assessed as a whole. Obviously when you slice something up it is different to how it 
started. Little Chalfont has already taken a much larger share of new properties than neighbouring areas, 12.4% 
compared with 4-7% elsewhere. We are a village, considerably smaller than neighbouring towns and cannot absorbe 
more without ruining our community. Our infrastructure cannot support new housing estates. The village roads are 
already gridlocked most mornings for hours, not just rush hour. The roads to Chorleywood, as far as Rickmansworth 
likewise. Rush hour starts at 3pm and continues till 6. Any of the 'short cuts' such as Stony Lane, Lodge lane, 
Roughwood Lane are too narrow in places for two cars to pass. There is no scope for widening the roads due to railway 
bridge and housing. Currently any problem on the motorway sends a huge increase in traffic through the area, resulting 
in delays and accidents. Lodge lane has no footpath from Long Walk to Amersham Way and very poor visibility around 
trecherous corners. Our schools are already oversubscribed. Whilst developers may be willing to build primary schools, 
building secondary schools to the standards we are known for in Bucks would be very difficult and expensive. Our trains 
are already full, even at 7am it is impossible to get a seat into London. Extra carriages cannot be added as the platforms 
are too small, not just in Chalfont and Latimer but in many stations along the route. Parking in Little Chalfont is already 
difficult. With extra housing/businesses it would become impossible. There is no further scope for car parks, unless you 
knock down buildings. Hardly a solution to housing shortage. Whilst I appreciate that there is a need for residential and 
housing development, I do not believe it justifies release of green belt land. Nor do I think Little Chalfont is appropriate 
as a 'Main settlement for growth'. I feel development should take place within the current boundaries. I believe there 
are areas within large towns and cities that could be used more wisely to accommodate new development. There are 
abandoned and derelict properties in many cities that could be used, the urban regeneration green belt encourages. 
Using green belt land to build, completely contravenes the reason it was set up in the first place. It needs to be 
protected. Don't ruin our countryside. 

Rep3489 Mrs 
Celia Mann 

I certainly do not agree with the volume of new houses being proposed. Given the current size of Gerrards Cross and 
Chalfont. If the proposed number of houses was built then this would disproportionately increase the housing density 
in the area and put stress and pressure on infrastructure that is already insufficient. Q16: The traffic infrastructure is 
already at capacity - joining the A40, A413 and Windsor Road is difficult at peak times and the motorway junction at 
Denham is grid locked at peak times and busy throughout the day. With the addition of multiple new dwellings this 
would add stress to an already overburdened traffic flow in to London. Additionally the noise pollution in the area has 
increased dramatically over the last few years and we now hear a constant traffic noise from local roads and 
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motorways - this would only increase with the number of proposed dwellings both from a population standpoint and 
also from the removal of trees and vegetation from proposed sites. With the construction of HS2 there will already be 
increased construction traffic in the area and this would be exacerbated with the construction of this number of new 
dwellings. The Trains in to London are already at full capacity during peak times and this level of development would 
put unmanageable demand on this already stretched service. I am concerned that building on Green Belt land should 
not be negotiable. The fundamental aim of Green Belt is to prevent Urban Sprawl. Open spaces and quality of life 
should be protected for the wellbeing of the community. By building on green belt land a precedent would be set and it 
would be difficult to stop further development resulting in a ribbon development which would make our local towns 
and villages a sprawling extension of London with no discernible borders between each settlement. Local schools are 
already at capacity particularly secondary schools as well as local NHS facilities including local doctors and dentists. 
Parking nearby local schools is already at capacity. Illegal parking and dangerous parking is prevalent and there are no 
parking controls to stop this. Increasing the local population by this number would increase this problem and make the 
situation worse and highly dangerous. The condition of the local roads is poor with multiple deep potholes that are not 
filled. By increasing the population this would put extra stress on these already poorly maintained roads. Specifically 
the areas I have the most concern with are as follows: Green Belt Parcel 47b. Developing between Gerrards Cross & 
Beaconsfield - setting precedent for ribbon development on an already busy and overused A road. Local roads e.g. Bull 
Lane are in poor condition with dangerous amounts of potholes that cars, cyclists and pedestrians have to negotiate - 
this development would put extra strain on these and surrounding roads. Green Belt Parcel 57b. - This is a proven 
dangerous stretch of road with multiple fatalities over the last 10 years. I am concerned that the development of this 
area would put too much additional traffic specifically commercial vehicles joining the road. The road is already in a 
flood plain and subject to flooding which presents additional risks. Questionable what benefit this would bring to the 
local community. It would also be an unacceptable loss of amenity that the cricket and golf clubs provide. Green Belt 
Parcel 65a - Developing between Gerrards Cross and the M25 would be ribbon development and result in the joining of 
Gerrards Cross and Tatling End. 

Rep3490 Mr 
Keith 
Muggeridge-
Breene 

The Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment rightly finds a pressing need for 
significant numbers of new houses and businesses premises. I am concerned that Buckinghamshire Green Belt 
Assessment Part 1 which identifies parcels of land in the green belt for consideration threatens the character of the 
region and does not address fundamental problems that are evident with the current levels of population in green belt 
areas. Development in the green belt around Amersham and Chesham will put more strain on already overloaded 
infrastructure. Roads are often completely blocked at rush hour and school pick-up/drop-off times and schools are 
already at capacity in the area. A single incident of roadworks can, and does, gridlock the area completely. I strongly 
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believe that building on green belt land detracts from the character of the area and threatens further damage to the 
environment in the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Chalk streams are already dry for long periods of the 
year, the few remaining populations of water voles are threatened and pollution levels in the streams are rising. Parts 
of the Chess Valley have great historic value as well as their environmental importance, with ancient ruins at risk if 
development goes ahead. New housing is absolutely needed but we must strive to identify more brownfield sites and 
increase housing density in urban areas rather than allowing more urban sprawl into this precious area of green belt. 

Rep3491 Mrs 
Patricia 
Parsons 

have no specialist knowledge to be able to comment on the technical or legal aspects of the proposals. My fear and 
concern is that as a resident the absolute size, scope and scale of the proposals will fundamentally change the entire 
nature of the complete area north and east of Chesham. The combination of the existing built up area suggests that to 
introduce new infrastructure which has any hope of sustaining development on the scale under consideration is 
unrealistic if not impossible. I therefore object based upon the magnitude of the proposals. I also do not understand 
how the Highways Partnership can concur or allow such wholesale development when existing transport is already 
under tremendous pressure with limited roads and a public transport system. especially rail travel, which is incapable 
of handling the proposals as presented. 

 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.  

Rep3492 Mrs 
Jane Campbell 

Chiltern District Council has already granted planning permission for over 600 new dwellings, this need to be taken into 
account for the local plan. I feel that the infrastructure in the area, ie drainage, roads, schools and public transport is 
not suitable or in place for a large development with this area. I feel the green belt is a valuable resource in our area . It 
was established to protect areas of green space, prevent uncontrolled sprawl of built up areas, prevent neighbouring 
towns and villages from merging into each other and preserve the rural character of villages. This has served us well for 
many years and the Green Belt should be protected at all cost. Mill Meadow is a valuable area within our area that 
provides valuable recreations to so many groups within the village, that would have to be relocated to other areas. It is 
also a flood plain. We should not loose this valuable 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.  

Rep3493 Mr 
Matthew Lunn 

We have read about proposed Industrial units being built on Nashleigh Hill and surrounding parks. This land is green 
belt and should remain as such. The park and fields are used daily by children and dog walkers alike and we feel that 
losing this park would be detrimental to the whole area. We strongly object to any planning in this area. Also the idea 
of having 1000 new homes built in Chesham is ridiculous. Schools etc are at bursting point already and Chesham's roads 
are almost at a standstill during peak times of day these plans would only make this situation worse. We strongly object 
to 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.  
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
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to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036.  

Rep3494 Mr 
Leonard Mann 

Please note that I do not agree with the volume of new houses being proposed. Given the current size of Gerrards 
Cross and Chalfont. If the proposed number of houses was built then this would disproportionately increase the 
housing density in the area and put stress and pressure on infrastructure that is already insufficient. Q16: The traffic 
infrastructure is already at capacity - joining the A40, A413 and Windsor Road is difficult at peak times and the 
motorway junction at Denham is grid locked at peak times and busy throughout the day. With the addition of multiple 
new dwellings this would add stress to an already overburdened traffic flow in to London. Additionally the noise 
pollution in the area has increased dramatically over the last few years and we now hear a constant traffic noise from 
local roads and motorways - this would only increase with the number of proposed dwellings both from a population 
standpoint and also from the removal of trees and vegetation from proposed sites. With the construction of HS2 there 
will already be increased construction traffic in the area and this would be exacerbated with the construction of this 
number of new dwellings. The Trains in to London are already at full capacity during peak times and this level of 
development would put unmanageable demand on this already stretched service. I am concerned that building on 
Green Belt land should not be negotiable. The fundamental aim of Green Belt is to prevent Urban Sprawl. Open spaces 
and quality of life should be protected for the wellbeing of the community. By building on green belt land a precedent 
would be set and it would be difficult to stop further development resulting in a ribbon development which would 
make our local towns and villages a sprawling extension of London with no discernible borders between each 
settlement. Local schools are already at capacity particularly secondary schools as well as local NHS facilities including 
local doctors and dentists. Parking nearby local schools is already at capacity. Illegal parking and dangerous parking is 
prevalent and there are no parking controls to stop this. Increasing the local population by this number would increase 
this problem and make the situation worse and highly dangerous. The condition of the local roads is poor with multiple 
deep potholes that are not filled. By increasing the population this would put extra stress on these already poorly 
maintained roads. Specifically the areas I have the most concern with are as follows: Green Belt Parcel 47b. Developing 
between Gerrards Cross & Beaconsfield - setting precedent for ribbon development on an already busy and overused A 
road. Local roads e.g. Bull Lane are in poor condition with dangerous amounts of potholes that cars, cyclists and 
pedestrians have to negotiate - this development would put extra strain on these and surrounding roads. Green Belt 
Parcel 57b. - This is a proven dangerous stretch of road with multiple fatalities over the last 10 years. I am concerned 
that the development of this area would put too much additional traffic specifically commercial vehicles joining the 
road. The road is already in a flood plain and subject to flooding which presents additional risks. Questionable what 
benefit this would bring to the local community. It would also be an unacceptable loss of amenity that the cricket and 

 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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golf clubs provide. Green Belt Parcel 65a - Developing between Gerrards Cross and the M25 would be ribbon 
development and result in the joining of Gerrards Cross and Tatling End. 

Rep3495 Mrs 
Danielle 
Bounds 

As a resident of Little Chalfont, I am extremely concerned by some of the marked "Built Area Extension Areas" on the 
maps. I am very concerned about your intention to change the use of Green Belt land. This land was created as a 
constraint to building and it is this safety net that has maintained the quality of the environment in which which we live 
- in terms of countryside, character and setting of the villages and towns and the wealth of natural assets in the area. 
Many of the areas are also designated AONBs and therefore needs preserving both for ourselves, future generations 
and the diversity of flora and fauna that depend on them. We moved here from Surrey in August 2014 and the 
infrastructure of the village is already over stretched. I do not believe Little Chalfont can support the building of any 
more residential properties. There has recently been a new estate by Bell Lane of 253 homes and behind Chenies 
Parade of 45 homes. The current strain on the village services means that neither of my children are able to attend our 
closest school (Little Chalfont Primary School) which is our catchment school, in walking distance of the house and part 
of our community. My youngest daughter started in reception in September 2015 and we, along with 14 other children 
from the village, all living in catchment could not get into the school. These local children have been forced from their 
community and now have to be driven to other schools. This puts even more pressure on the grid locked roads and 
decreases the safety of residents. The doctors, dentists and parking are similarly already pushed beyond capacity. The 
infrastructure isn't meeting the current local needs, and the demand on these services will only increase if more houses 
are built. In addition to the proposals for Little Chalfont I am also very concerned about the proposals for the flood 
plain (known as upper and lower stone Meadow) in Chalfont St Giles. In addition to the points raised above about Little 
Chalfont concerning the AONB and infrastructure, change of use of this area would put the village at a considerable risk 
of flooding and would completely change the character of what is currently a wonderful village. I hope you can agree 
that converting green belt land into residential developments around the villages of Little Chalfont and Chalfont St Giles 
does not best meet the local needs and does not respect our valued and quality environment. As such they do not 
meet your criteria as set out in the forward of your report so can be discounted as areas of consideration for change of 
use. 

 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.  

Rep3496 Mrs 
Valerie Till 

I do not agree with the volume of new houses being proposed. Given the current size of Gerrards Cross and Chalfont. If 
the proposed number of houses was built then this would disproportionately increase the housing density in the area 
and put stress and pressure on infrastructure that is already insufficient. I am concerned that building on Green Belt 
land should not be negotiable. The fundamental aim of Green Belt is to prevent Urban Sprawl. Open spaces and quality 
of life should be protected for the wellbeing of the community. By building on green belt land a precedent would be set 
and it would be difficult to stop further development resulting in a ribbon development which would make our local 

 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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towns and villages a sprawling extension of London with no discernible borders between each settlement. The traffic 
infrastructure is already at capacity - joining the A40, A413 and Windsor Road is difficult at peak times and the 
motorway junction at Denham is grid locked at peak times and busy throughout the day. With the addition of multiple 
new dwellings this would add stress to an already overburdened traffic flow in to London. With the construction of HS2 
there will already be increased construction traffic in the area and this would be exacerbated with the construction of 
this number of new dwellings.The Trains in to London are already at full capacity during peak times and this level of 
development would put unmanageable demand on this already stretched service. Local schools are already at capacity 
particularly secondary schools as well as local NHS facilities including local doctors and dentists. Police and Traffic 
Wardens are stretched beyond capacity and illegal parking and dangerous parking is prevalent and there are no parking 
controls to stop this. Increasing the local population by this number would increase this problem and make the 
situation worse and highly dangerous. The condition of the local roads is poor with multiple deep potholes that are not 
filled. By increasing the population this would put extra stress on these already poorly maintained roads. Specifically 
the areas I have the most concern with are as follows: Green Belt Parcel 47b. Developing between Gerrards Cross & 
Beaconsfield - setting precedent for ribbon development on an already busy and overused A road. Local roads e.g. Bull 
Lane are in poor condition with dangerous amounts of potholes that cars, cyclists and pedestrians have to negotiate - 
this development would put extra strain on these and surrounding roads. Green Belt Parcel 65a - Developing between 
Gerrards Cross and the M25 would be ribbon development and result in the joining of Gerrards Cross and Tatling End. 
Green Belt Parcel 57b. - This is a proven dangerous stretch of road with multiple fatalities over the last 10 years. I am 
concerned that the development of this area would put too much additional traffic specifically commercial vehicles 
joining the road. The road is already in a flood plain and subject to flooding which presents additional risks. 
Questionable what benefit this would bring to the local community. It would also be an unacceptable loss of amenity 
that the cricket and golf clubs provide. 

settlements.  

Rep3497 Mr 
Alan Bacon 

Protect AONB. Distribute development fairly around the District Avoid coalescence of towns with surrounding villages 
Use some older industrial sites and vaant industrial sites for housing Protect conservation areas Address infrastructure 
concerns before any development takes place Major infrastructure concerns for Chesham include: congestion on A416; 
poor air quality along Broad Street and Berkhampstead Road; over-abstraction of water from aquifer feeding River 
Chess; sewage overflows into the river; shortage of school places 

 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.  

Rep3498 Mrs 
Julie 

STOKE POGES PARISH COUNCIL General areas 76 & 85b It is the Parish Council’s view that general sites identified by 
SBDC 76 and 85b perform a “strong” Green Belt function when measured against the NPPF criteria, and therefore it 
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Simmonds 
Clerk to the 
Council Stoke 
Poges Parish 
Council 

should retain its Green Belt designation and should not be released for future develop-ment. This is supported by the 
NPPF in 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’. 
NPPF9 Par.83 Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in excep-tional 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. Historic Landscape SPPC believe the proximity of the Thomas Gray Memorial and the important historic 
land-scape between the Memorial and the village of Stoke Poges has not been taken into ac-count. These views are 
immortalised in Gray’s Elegy in a Country Church Yard and will be destroyed if development is allowed to go ahead on 
the North side of Park Road This is an internationally recognised important record of Pastoral England prior to the 
Industrial Revolution.We would argue that the “unique historic setting provided by the countryside around it and the 
vistas to landmarks within the town and outwards into the countryside” are crucial. The views from Grays Memorial 
towards Stoke Poges is of immense historical and international importance and should be maintained as open space 
Green Belt. This is supported by the NPPF in: 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. ARUP recommendation: Area bounded by Church Lane, Park Road, Grays Park Road and Duffield Park. We 
believe it would be acceptable to release this land a a test site. It will not increase un-restricted sprawl of large built-up 
areas. It will assist in limiting impact on neighbouring towns merging into one another. It will assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from en-croachment with no visible harm to the street scene. It will not impact on the setting and special 
character of the Thomas Grey Memorial, views and vistas associated with his Ele-gy. SBDC recommendation: Area 
bounded by Park Road, Grays Park Road and West End Lane. We believe that it is unacceptable to release this land as a 
test site for these reasons: It will increase unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. It will encourage neighbouring 
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towns to merge into one another, its too near Slough. It will not assist in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment, the entrance and exit into Stoke Poges will appear urbanised and built up. It will not preserve the 
setting and special character of historic towns, the Thomas Grey Memorial, views and vistas associated with his Elegy. It 
is not an urban regeneration, that encourages the recycling of derelict and other urban land, this land is virgin 
Greenbelt. General Comments Generally we believe that the infrastructure of the village is not suited for a large 
increase in population, especially in light of SBDC selling the land on Bells Hill Green to a developer which has led to the 
loss of local amenities, shops, the library, bank etc. The NPPF guidelines ‘presumption in favour of sustainable 
development, we do not believe that Stoke Poges has enough of an infrastructure to be sustainable. We are 3-4 miles 
away from the nearest train stations and our bus service has been greatly reduced, making travel by public transport 
impossible and the use of the car essential. Stoke Poges Parish Council Suggestions • Bayer House, bounded by Stoke 
Court Drive, Rogers Lane and Duffield Lane. This site is currently used as serviced offices which are under used. It has 
been on the market some some years with no interest. The main house is listed and could be made into apartments. 
We have a shortage of dwellings for villagers to down size to. There are outbuildings and disused laboratories to the 
rear of the house that could be demolished to make way for housing to a similar footprint. In an ideal world it would be 
a good location for a small retirement estate as it is within walking distance to the limited amenities we do have. From 
a visual perspective it would have minimal negative affect to the street scene as it is largely out of sight. •Plough Lane 
Recreation Ground, bounded by Farthing Green Lane, Hartley Close and Plough Lane. This is land is owned by the 
village and maintained by the Parish Council, it lies within a greenbelt settlement. By releasing land that the village own 
we could decide what happens to it and the best way to develop it. We have a shortage of homes for the elderly, 
smaller dwellings or starter homes.  

Rep3499 Dr 
Stephen James 
Wishart 
Retired 
Engineer 

My comments relate mainly to Questions 5 and 6 on spatial strategy options. The strategy options that I prefer are, in 
order of decreasing priority, Option A, Option D and Option G. I have a general concern about the options that include 
search areas within Green Belt land. The Green Belt has helped to preserve the character of the area for many years 
and I consider that all other options should be exhausted before any Green Belt land is released for development. With 
the threat to the environment of the Misbourne valley that is posed by the development of HS2 and the possible waste 
transfer station on London Road, I feel it is especially important that the integrity of the Chess Valley be maintained. 
Chalkstreams are of international importance and the Chess represents probably the best example of a Chilterns 
chalkstream, from the point of view of both river habitat and visual landscape. I, therefore have particular concerns 
about the Green Belt search areas to the west of Stony Lane (in Option 2) and the large area to the east of Stony Lane 
(in Option K) that is in an AONB. Although these areas do not directly adjoin the river Chess, they do lie within its 
catchment area and would have adverse environmental impacts including affects on drainage, damage to wildlife 
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corridors linked to the valley and potential visual impacts. 

Rep3500 Mr 
Stephen 
Freestone 

I am completing this form due to my worry regarding the proposal of an industrial site from the Nashleigh Rec ground 
all the way up to Ashley Green. My concerns are the following: • Flood risk – large industrial estate will only cause 
increased run-off of rainwater to an already saturated area with flooding concerns (and historic cases of flooding). A 
number of houses and streets could be affected • Traffic – increased traffic along Vale Road (which is unsuitable for 
heavier traffic) and throughout the town. Traffic is a major concern and it can often take 15-20 minutes during rush 
hour to just get through Chesham. An industrial estate at the North End of town will just exacerbate the issue • Green 
belt/AONB – the Nashleigh Rec ground is a beautiful area, with a wild meadow being cultivated through the hard work 
of local citizens • Loss of recreational/playground area – the Nashleigh Rec area is utilised by many members of 
Chesham’s population. From dog walkers to family walks, football and use of the playground it is used extensively • I 
would therefore (in response to question 13) like to nominate the area as Local Green Space. The above comments 
should justify the decision • Increased noise and disturbance to residents 

  

Rep3502 Miss 
Chole Norris 

The reason I do not agree with the proposed amount of new dwellings are as follows: I am concerned that building on 
Green Belt land should not be negotiable. Green Belt is to prevent Urban Sprawl and protect individual villages and 
towns from being joined into one long mass of development. Open spaces and quality of life should be protected for 
the wellbeing of the community. By building on green belt land a precedent would be set and it would be difficult to 
stop further development resulting in a ribbon development which would make our local towns and villages a 
sprawling extension of London with no discernible borders between each settlement. If you look back over the last 30 
years the extension ribbon developments to the West of London has increased dramatically resulting in the loss of 
Villages and towns to become one large metropolis. Disproportionately increase the housing density in the area and 
put stress and pressure on infrastructure that is already insufficient. Traffic infrastructure is not able to cope with 
additional capacity - joining the A40, A413 and Windsor Road is difficult at peak times and the motorway junction at 
Denham is grid locked at peak times and busy throughout the day. This many new dwellings would add stress to an 
already overburdened traffic flow in to London. Noise pollution from traffic in the area would increase dramatically 
from local roads and motorways - this would only increase with the number of proposed dwellings both from a 
population standpoint and also from the removal of trees and vegetation from proposed sites. With the construction of 
HS2 there will already be increased construction traffic in the area and this would be exacerbated with the construction 
of this number of new dwellings. Local services could not cope with this number of new houses and the resulting 
increase in population. Limited local budgets means we have less Police and Traffic wardens which would be unable to 
cope with this increase. Local schools are already at capacity as well as local NHS facilities including local doctors and 
dentists. Parking nearby local schools is already at capacity. Illegal parking and dangerous parking is prevalent and 

 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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there are no parking controls to stop this. The condition of the local roads is poor with multiple deep potholes that are 
not filled. By increasing the population this would put extra stress on these already poorly maintained roads. I 
commute daily into London and the trains are already at full capacity at peak times and would be unable to support this 
level of extra population in the area. Specifically the areas I have the most concern with are as follows: Green Belt 
Parcel 47b. Developing between Gerrards Cross & Beaconsfield - setting precedent for ribbon development on an 
already busy and overused A road. Local roads e.g. Bull Lane are in poor condition with dangerous amounts of potholes 
that cars, cyclists and pedestrians have to negotiate - this development would put extra strain on these and 
surrounding roads. Green Belt Parcel 65a - Developing between Gerrards Cross and the M25 would be ribbon 
development and result in the joining of Gerrards Cross and Tatling End. Green Belt Parcel 57b. - This is a proven 
dangerous stretch of road with multiple fatalities over the last 10 years. I am concerned that the development of this 
area would put too much additional traffic specifically commercial vehicles joining the road. The road is already in a 
flood plain and subject to flooding which presents additional risks. Questionable what benefit this would bring to the 
local community. It would also be an unacceptable loss of amenity that the cricket and golf clubs provide.  

Rep3503 Mr 
Steven Lowe 

As a resident of Little Chalfont, I am writing to express my concern over the proposed development outlined for the 
town under the Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council joint local plan. Whilst recognising the need to 
build significant additional housing stock both nationally and regionally, the scale of the plans for Little Chalfont under 
the proposed classification as a “main settlement for growth” is inappropriate for many reasons. I welcome the explicit 
mention that both housing and employment/industrial development should look to focus on sites within urban areas as 
a first instance to fulfilling the housing requirements or meeting employment need. These options must be fully 
explored before any non-urban land-use areas are considered for development, particularly if these are green-belt 
areas. The proposed development in its current form represents significant potential negative impacts for the 
environment and well-being of the local community. However, by scaling down the development and incorporating 
plans that enhance the surrounding environment and add to the community’s amenities and services, more 
appropriate development could represent a positive opportunity for both the environment and community. 
Specifically, the negative impacts I am concerned about include: • Increased pressure on schools: the currently over-
subscribed but excellent quality of state education will be reduced for existing residents’ children with pressure to take-
on more classes. • Increased pressure on medical facilities, particularly the doctors surgery. • Increased traffic on 
roads: o Traffic on Amersham Road through Little Chalfont is, at present, is often very congested at peak hours and 
even at weekends. o Traffic on the very steep Stony Road is already high for this type of rural road and results in poor 
and dangerous road conditions. This will become worse with development straddling this road. • Increased pressure on 
public transport. Currently, even from Little Chalfont, seats are often not available on tubes or trains during peak hours 

 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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with many people standing for an hour into London. The supposed attraction of Little Chalfont, Amersham and 
Chesham as development hubs will degrade the quality of these services for all local and “downstream” users unless 
these services are upgraded in accordance with development. • Increased pressure on local amenities: o The current 
high use of the shops are a serious bottleneck with traffic queues often obstructing traffic on Amersham Road. o The 
Children’s playground in Westwood Park is often over capacity, especially during the summer. • Water abstractions for 
domestic (and industrial) use and sewage treatment facilities already impact the River Chess. Any further developments 
will increase this pressure, affecting river health and the enormous amenity value this river and its valley offers to locals 
and visitors. • Increased pressure on footpaths that are already under pressure due to high use, particularly in winter. • 
Under the proposed phase 1, disturbance to wildlife (and people’s enjoyment of it) will be significant, particularly in 
West Wood which features mature trees and is home or important forage area for, among others, bats, badgers, deer, 
kites, buzzards, jays, woodpeckers, and many other bird species. Under proposed stage 2, the eradication of this 
habitat would represent a huge loss of local biodiversity, already scarce woodland and the associated health and 
education value on the doorstep of Little Chalfont. It would also change the character of the valley reducing the 
wildlife, historic, aesthetic, amenity and tourist value of the whole upper and mid Chess valley. As noted in the 
Environment Agency response to the scoping report, considerations for water supply (particularly under increasing 
water stress due to abstraction and changing climate), water treatment (lack of sewage treatment specifications) and 
potential impacts on nationally significant freshwater habitats (as required under the Water Framework Directive) are 
either not mentioned or not adequately addressed. Proposed development in Chesham, Amersham and the northern 
part of Little Chalfont are highly likely to have cumulative impacts on these water use issues. If any development were 
to proceed in Little Chalfont, it should do so only if it addresses the above points and adds value to the local community 
by the following: • Transparent evidence that the councils have fully assessed options for development within existing 
urban areas throughout the districts. • Any stage 1 development is contingent on a guarantee that no stage 2 
development would follow, particularly on land including Westwood Park (football fields), the West Wood, and 
adjoining areas north of West Wood and the Chenies footpath, down into the Chess Valley. • Any development in the 
field west of Stony Lane should be restricted to the southern half of the field (south of footpath) closer to existing 
housing. The northern part of the field should be purchased but restored to native forest, effectively extending 
Westwood, and include footpaths. • Any development in the fields east of Stony Lane should be restricted close to 
Amersham Road (less than half the proposed development area) with the sections of the northern part of this field 
being restored as native woodland. • Schools and children’s amenities (playgrounds) should be built so no additional 
pressure is placed on existing schools/amenities and alleviates current over capacity of the existing community. • 
Development considers community allotments and/or food growing schemes are incorporated. • All new buildings are 
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built to high energy efficiency standards, not the newly reclassified minimum standards. • Cycle paths are installed 
along Amersham Road to encourage safe alternative transport into Little Chalfont centre from the development. • 
Work with local transport to ensure adequate bus services and improve existing ones. • No additional water 
withdrawals from the Chess River or associated ground water reserves. • Sewage facilities are improved or new ones 
installed to the highest standards to guarantee no pollution to the Chess River. •Any development must adhere to at 
least minimum affordable housing targets. The bottom line is that Little Chalfont is not going to settle for mass volume 
housing or industrial development built to minimum build regulation standards, delivering poor community amenities, 
degradation of important wildlife habitat or substantial alteration of the area’s character. Also, that any development 
scaled down and is treated as an opportunity to add to existing amenities as well as aesthetic and wildlife value of the 
area. 

Rep3505 Mrs 
Vicky Amlot 

Question 5; I would prefer to see options D, E and G implemented. Large settlements can accommodate larger 
extensions without losing the character of the town. Whilst I am not against some infilling in smaller settlements such 
as Chalfont St Peter, the proposals increase the built area by 50% which is going to have a fundamental impact on the 
character of the village. In addition, no provision is being made for public services which are already stretched. The 
council seems unable to secure contributions from developers to lessen the impact of new developments - the Holy 
Cross Convent site a case in point where there seems to be little or no community contribution in return for developing 
nearly 200 homes. The village schools are already at capacity and the doctors surgeries already cater for the wider 
Chalfont St Peter/Gerrards Cross areas. The roads are already congested and suffering from massive underinvestment 
already. Bucks CC is unable to finance works to improve improve the roads and pedestrian safety despite increasing 
traffic levels. I feel the wider greenbelt should be protected at all costs as I fear once encroachment starts this will 
continue until one village (or by then town) sprawls to the next eg as could be the case with the development of the 
Rylands Farm area. Chalfont St Peter seems to be taking the bulk of new development under the planned proposals. 
Developing on Mill Meadow is an unacceptable proposal a) given the flooding issues in that area and b) it is currently 
used by Chalfont St Peter Academy - a school which is already crammed on to an unacceptably small site. People move 
out to South Bucks to get away from the congestion of London and to be surrounded by Green Open space. We are in 
danger of losing that attraction should development on an inappropriate scale be allowed. I appreciate that central 
government is dictating housing provision requirements but they seem unwilling to provide the funding to lessen the 
impact of those developments on communities and Chiltern District Council seems unable to secure that funding from 
other sources eg developers. 

 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.  

Rep3506 Mr 
Paul Cox 

I am writing in response to the Local Plan Consultation about the potential of releasing Green Belt land around the 
village of Little Chalfont. Most particularly, I am concerned about and object to the proposals for releasing land for 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
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residential and employment development to the east of the village, west and east of Stoney Lane and to the south of 
the A404. The land either side of Stoney Lane to the north of the A404 is bounded to the north by a bridleway in 
regular and frequent use by walkers, horseriders and cyclists. It is an amenity for healthy exercise, the enjoyment of 
which would be compromised by the presence of housing and industrial units alongside. While the presence of these 
features would not directly prevent the use of the bridleway for exercise, it would adversely affect the enjoyment of 
persons using the route and discourage many from using it. In the present climate of cuts to the NHS on one hand and 
an increase in illness caused by the effects of our increasingly sedentary lifestyle on the other, the reduction or 
impairment of any free-to-use health resource should be avoided. Additionally, this land is in the Area of Outstanding 
National Beauty. The area planned for employment development in particular borders one of the most attractive parts 
of the Chess Valley, with views across to the north side of the valley including Latimer House. The purpose of AONB 
designation is 'to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the landscape' and additionally 'to promote the quiet 
enjoyment of the countryside'. Building on this land would directly oppose these two aims and also adversely affect 
'the interests of those who live and work there': the third aim of AONB designation. For these reasons, I feel that these 
areas of Green Belt land should not be released for development. Such a release would also contradict one of the 
purposes of Green Belt designation, which is to protect the countryside from encroachment. 

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

Rep3507 Ms 
Margaret 
Catchick  

Whilst I am objecting to building of any kind on any area of Green Belt , I am particularly objecting to Option F of Page 
13 of the Consultation Document. The purpose of the Green Belt was: 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 derelict and other urban land. The benefits of having the Green Belt included: 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 The securing of nature conservation interests The idea therefore of building on Green Belt 
land is therefore totally unacceptable. It is a known fact that green areas are required in order to prevent the risks of 
flooding. We are told not to build concrete driveways for this reason and to build using permeable surfaces. Therefore 
building of any type in a Green Belt area would be adding to this risk. The green areas surrounding our towns and 
villages need to be preserved for future generations. England is known as a ‘green and pleasant land’. There will not be 
a green and pleasant land left if we continue to encroach and build on those areas which have been designed for the 
purposes that the Green Belt was originally intended for. It is not only the effect it will have on those living in the Green 
Belt areas, but it will also have an effect on the natural habitat in these areas. Building more houses and 
industrial/office premises creates pressure on all our local services including transport, and drainage. Whilst my 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

377 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

objection is to the areas surrounding Botley as defined in Option F, Page 13, I believe that all area s of Green Belt must 
be preserved. 

Rep3508 Mrs 
Jane Helen 
Goodey 

Whilst I understand the need for more housing - especially that designated as 'affordable', I have severe concerns 
about the ability of our infrastructure to cope with the increase. With specific reference to those areas I know best; 
namely Little Chalfont, Amersham and Chesham, the roads are already at a standstill; station car parks full to capacity, 
and standing room only on train services. If we recognise that transport links are essential to both residential and 
commercial development, then I don't see any plans to develop the transport networks to manage this. Specifically in 
Little Chalfont, it's impossible to make progress either direction on the A404, either getting caught in Little Chalfont 
between the station and the roundabout by the grammar school, or the other way towards Chorleywood from outside 
Clement Danes; if the relief road becomes Latimer Road along the bottom of the valley, that will only lead to an 
increase in incidents in what is already a distressingly frequent accident blackspot - especially with more traffic using 
Stony Lane - itself not up to the job. The significant withdrawal of home to school transport means so many more 
vehicles on the road during busy times, and I really don't understand how the development plan for Chiltern can be 
done without taking into account a partnership with Hertfordshire when we are less than a mile from the county 
boundary. It's a very easy argument to say that we shouldn't be building in an area of outstanding natural beauty such 
as the Chess Valley, used as a recreational space by people from far and wide - come and see the cars parked and 
walkers/cyclists one weekend - it's not just an amenity for locals, but the first 'real' countryside accessible by train for a 
whole swathe of North West Londoners. 

 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.  

Rep3509 Mrs 
Joyce Young 

Question 1: How did you arrive at these umbers? It seems like a lot of housing at the very south of the borough already 
blighted by lorry movements in Iver and surroundings. 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 I would 
like to see and those I would not like to see or would like removed. Not Required HGV / logistics and freight haulage 
Scrap metal Concrete or minerals Business Incubators Recycling / waste management Infrastructure businesses:- 
Railway orientated maintenance etc ~ Required Walk-In Medical Centre Hotel & Leisure ~ School(s) ~ Banking Office 
based / Comms / Hi-Tech Question 4: SBDCs approach to public consultation has been appalling and underfunded in 
terms of information, finance, time and resource. I had some idea of what was going on but the majority of the people 
at the meeting in Iver had NO IDEA what it all meant. Information is hidden in the web site, maps are not dated or 
explained. The presentation was awful and badly presented. Around 500 people attended a meeting in Iver Village Hall 
but no leaflets explaining what was happening were available Question 5: objections to the following options Option B 
– Iver High Street to remain as a conservation area. Option D – no encroachment 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 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

378 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

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. 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. 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. Purposes of Green Belt ARUP report evaluated each parcel of land against Purposes 1 – 4, each scored 1-5 
(1=suitable for release to 5= unsuitable.) Purposes – see page 15 of Green Belt Methodology Document in “Green Belt” 
section: 1. Check unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. 2. Prevent towns merging into one another. 3. Safeguard 
countryside from encroachment. 4. Preserve setting and special character of historic towns. 5. Recycling of derelict 
land. Question 14: An Iver Parish neighbourhood plan. 

Rep3510 Miss 
Amelie 

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 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

379 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Lambert 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 

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

Rep3511 Mr 
Henry Lambert 
Rep3514 Mr 
Guy 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 

 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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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 

Rep3512 Mr 
Alexander 
Atkinson 

I wish to object most strongly to the proposed development within the green belt in the Little Chalfont area, as 
outlined in the councils Local Plan 2014-2036. The proposed declassification of green belt land in the Stony Lane area 
and Westwood in the Chess valley (parcels 22a and 29) together with the land to the South of the Amersham road 
would be an act of absolute vandalism. The land within the Chess valley is classified as being of outstanding natural 
beauty and I think it should be preserved for future generations. Many local people walk in the Chess valley, enjoying 
the countryside, benefitting from the healthy environment, much of this will be lost if the land is declassified. I feel that 
more efficient use could be made of land within built up areas and our countryside protected. As this country is far 
from being self sufficient, the proposal to build on good quality agricultural land would be a retrograde step. The 
council should look at the wider picture and think of the long term repercussions of their decisions rather than short 
term income generated from council tax on new housing and businesses.  

  

Rep3513 Mr 
Daniel Myers 

I [Name] of [Address], reject whole heatedly the results of 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. My reasons for objection to any housing/employment 
development on these identifies areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following; 1. The land is designated 
Green Belt 2. Apart from the golf course, all identified areas of land are within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty 3. Housing/Employment Developments would be brutally detrimental to the rural character and setting 
of Little Chalfont 4. In recent years Little Chalfont has a taken a greater share of new housing compared to other local 
settlements. 5. New housing would severly overload the local infrastructure including roads. Parkiing, train services, 
schools, healthcare. Please reconsider the value of this land not as a site for development but as an area that gives 
Little Chalfont its identity. I as a local resident believe you risk losing more than just land, with development across 
green belt land you sacrifice a culture that many of us have grown up in and wish our kids and their children to enjoy 
for many many years to come. 

 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. 

Rep3517 Mr 
Samuel Hill 

As a resident of Little Chalfont of 18 years and a regular visitor of Westwood Park, I would like to express my concern 
about the possibility of a housing development that would result in losing the park. Westwood is a beautiful area of 
Green Belt, and a park used and cherished by people all around the Chalfonts and Amersham. Losing this area would 
have a negative impact on the local community, for which Westwood is an integral part of day to day life. Preserving 
the Green Belt status and natural beauty of Westwood, as well as it's important functional purpose should be a priority 
for the Chiltern District Council. I speak for many local residents when I say I am strongly against the proposal. 
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Rep3518 Mr 
Mark 
Devonald 

Farnham Royal and the neighbouring villages and towns provide a rich and diverse community with a broad mix of 
facilities and amenities. This makes South Bucks a popular place to live and visit. It is important that homes are made 
available in the area to accommodate new families and new residents as the population continues to grow. Meeting 
this demand must be done with a view to sustaining the facilities and amenities which draw people into the area. This 
makes finding and allocating land for development key to successfully growing the number of homes, whilst retaining 
the feel of village life. Farnham Park is a hugely important facility for the local community. It plays a pivotal role in the 
health and relationships of local residents, whilst encouraging other people to visit and participate in sports. The park 
also offers families important green space to enjoy with children and pets. It is a safe space supporting the well being of 
the community. There are key 'brown field' sites that should be identified which, while still in green belt, would provide 
space for development without the loss of such a vital local facility. Brown field and sites suitable for change of use 
must be prioritised as the best way to provide development spaces. A good example is the change of use of the 
commercial building in Maidenhead, on the Jubilee River that is now having residential property built on it. 

  

Rep3519 Mrs 
Kate Norris 

The reason I do not agree with the proposed amount of new dwellings are as follows: Disproportionately increase the 
housing density in the area and put stress and pressure on infrastructure that is already insufficient. I am concerned 
that building on Green Belt land should not be negotiable. Green Belt is to prevent Urban Sprawl and protect individual 
villages and towns from being joined into one long mass of development. Open spaces and quality of life should be 
protected for the wellbeing of the community. By building on green belt land a precedent would be set and it would be 
difficult to stop further development resulting in a ribbon development which would make our local towns and villages 
a sprawling extension of London with no discernible borders between each settlement. Traffic infrastructure is not able 
to cope with additional capacity - joining the A40, A413 and Windsor Road is difficult at peak times and the motorway 
junction at Denham is grid locked at peak times and busy throughout the day. This many new dwellings would add 
stress to an already overburdened traffic flow in to London. Additionally the noise pollution in the area has increased 
dramatically over the last few years and we now hear a constant traffic noise from local roads and motorways - this 
would only increase with the number of proposed dwellings both from a population standpoint and also from the 
removal of trees and vegetation from proposed sites. With the construction of HS2 there will already be increased 
construction traffic in the area and this would be exacerbated with the construction of this number of new dwellings. 
Local services could not cope with a mass influx of population. We already have reduced Police & Traffic wardens. Local 
schools are already at capacity as well as local NHS facilities including local doctors and dentists. Parking nearby local 
schools is already at capacity. Illegal parking and dangerous parking is prevalent and there are no parking controls to 
stop this. Increasing the local population by this number would increase this problem and make the situation worse and 
highly dangerous. The condition of the local roads is poor with multiple deep potholes that are not filled. By increasing 
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the population this would put extra stress on these already poorly maintained roads. Specifically the areas I have the 
most concern with are as follows: Green Belt Parcel 47b. Developing between Gerrards Cross & Beaconsfield - setting 
precedent for ribbon development on an already busy and overused A road. Local roads e.g. Bull Lane are in poor 
condition with dangerous amounts of potholes that cars, cyclists and pedestrians have to negotiate - this development 
would put extra strain on these and surrounding roads. Green Belt Parcel 65a - Developing between Gerrards Cross and 
the M25 would be ribbon development and result in the joining of Gerrards Cross and Tatling End. Green Belt Parcel 
57b. - This is a proven dangerous stretch of road with multiple fatalities over the last 10 years. I am concerned that the 
development of this area would put too much additional traffic specifically commercial vehicles joining the road. The 
road is already in a flood plain and subject to flooding which presents additional risks. Questionable what benefit this 
would bring to the local community. It would also be an unacceptable loss of amenity that the cricket and golf clubs 
provide.  

Rep3520 Mrs 
Julia Gaine 

Following the latest planning proposal for 1,000 new homes in Chesham I would like to pass in my complaint regarding 
this. I recently moved into Chesham from London as we have had a baby and wanted the best for our child. I have been 
shocked at the state of the town centre and it would not be able to cope with more people. The shops are all closing as 
the town is not catering for the right people, there are a lot of affluent or middle class people in Chesham but have to 
go to neighbouring towns as Chesham is catering for the wrong demographic. It is in need of decent shops and chain 
restaurants and should aspire to be like Amersham or Berkhamsted. By adding 1,000 more homes on beautiful green 
belt land is appalling. Buckinghamshire is beautiful and we should be proud of that and not ruin it with more housing. 
Chesham is such a disappointing town and it can actually be avoided completely by the road system and lack of shops 
which is sad and has huge potential. Focus on developing the town and turning this around rather than ruin beautiful 
green belt. 1.Town Centre and roads would not be able to cope with more people 2. Public transport is appalling 3. 
Destroying beautiful green belt land 4. Not enough schools as all will be over subscribed 5. Chesham should be catering 
for the right demographic rather than the lower demographic it currently thinks it is 6. No shops or restaurants for that 
number of people including the existing number so all will go to local neighbouring towns and we need to focus on 
developing Chesham and ways to improve it. Not only will this help house prices but also change the people's lives who 
currently live there. 

 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.  

Rep3521 Mr 
Benjamin 
Coultate 

I am writing to object to the proposals to develop farmland, woodland and countryside near to my home in Amersham 
on the Hill. The council's current plan has major negative implications and impact upon Amersham and Chesham Bois 
and the surrounding area. Proposing to build and develop on Blackwell Stubbs Wood and land adjacent to Quill Hall 
Lane Farm will result in the of the destruction of a large part of the Green Belt and the loss of a much loved amenity 
where generations of Chesham Bois and Amersham residents have enjoyed open countryside and the opportunity to 
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walk and observe animals such as badgers, foxes, deer and birds amid an idyllic woodland setting. The land proposed 
for development is precious and valuable open space which provides significant amenity value to residents of the area 
and visitors to Amersham and Chesham. It is of great importance that all of the community has easy access to green 
space - this is one of the key reasons why people choose to live in the area. Developing this land will place significant 
additional pressure on already strained social and physical infrastructure that the community relies upon: - loss of 
green space for local flora and fauna - loss of green space for recreation - increases in traffic on narrow residential 
roads and in the local town centres - increased demand for school places and healthcare facilities I recognise that the 
council may be under pressure from the County Council and Central Government to find sites for housing development. 
I would strongly recommend reconsidering other locations of housing development. I would also recommend that the 
council addresses the low housing density in much of the residential land in Amersham, Chesham and surrounding 
districts. Furthermore, significant development sites (eg The Pheasant public House) have lain undeveloped for some 
time. It is imperative that the council prioritises brownfield sites for development ahead of considering development of 
any green space. 

Rep3522 Miss 
Louise 
Chamberlain 

I agree with Chalfont St Giles Parish Council's Response to the consultation 
  

Rep3523 Mr 
Robin 
Hanshaw 
Retired 

I agree with the Stoke Poges Parish comments as put to us at the meeting dated 29.02.2016 

  

Rep3524 Mr 
Jason Norris 

I do not agree with the volume of new houses being proposed. Given the current size of Gerrards Cross and Chalfont. If 
the proposed number of houses was built then this would disproportionately increase the housing density in the area 
and put stress and pressure on infrastructure that is already insufficient. Q16: The traffic infrastructure is already at 
capacity - joining the A40, A413 and Windsor Road is difficult at peak times and the motorway junction at Denham is 
grid locked at peak times and busy throughout the day. With the addition of multiple new dwellings this would add 
stress to an already overburdened traffic flow in to London. Additionally the noise pollution in the area has increased 
dramatically over the last few years and we now hear a constant traffic noise from local roads and motorways - this 
would only increase with the number of proposed dwellings both from a population standpoint and also from the 
removal of trees and vegetation from proposed sites. With the construction of HS2 there will already be increased 
construction traffic in the area and this would be exacerbated with the construction of this number of new dwellings. I 
am concerned that building on Green Belt land should not be negotiable. The fundamental aim of Green Belt is 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 Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

384 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

prevent Urban Sprawl. Open spaces and quality of life should be protected for the wellbeing of the community. By 
building on green belt land a precedent would be set and it would be difficult to stop further development resulting in 
a ribbon development which would make our local towns and villages a sprawling extension of London with no 
discernible borders between each settlement. Local schools are already at capacity particularly secondary schools as 
well as local NHS facilities including local doctors and dentists. Parking nearby local schools is already at capacity. Illegal 
parking and dangerous parking is prevalent and there are no parking controls to stop this. Increasing the local 
population by this number would increase this problem and make the situation worse and highly dangerous. The 
condition of the local roads is poor with multiple deep potholes that are not filled. By increasing the population this 
would put extra stress on these already poorly maintained roads. Specifically the areas I have the most concern with 
are as follows: Green Belt Parcel 47b. Developing between Gerrards Cross & Beaconsfield - setting precedent for ribbon 
development on an already busy and overused A road. Local roads e.g. Bull Lane are in poor condition with dangerous 
amounts of potholes that cars, cyclists and pedestrians have to negotiate - this development would put extra strain on 
these and surrounding roads. Green Belt Parcel 57b. - This is a proven dangerous stretch of road with multiple fatalities 
over the last 10 years. I am concerned that the development of this area would put too much additional traffic 
specifically commercial vehicles joining the road. The road is already in a flood plain and subject to flooding which 
presents additional risks. Questionable what benefit this would bring to the local community. It would also be an 
unacceptable loss of amenity that the cricket and golf clubs provide. Green Belt Parcel 65a - Developing between 
Gerrards Cross and the M25 would be ribbon development and result in the joining of Gerrards Cross and Tatling End. 
The supporting documents could easily have been made far more understandable than they have been. Percentage 
increases would have been valuable to see. 

Rep3526 Mrs 
Elizabeth 
Murphy 

We just purchased our first home on The Parkway in October 2014. The main reason we bought this house was 
because it had a field behind it and we would be surrounded by the countryside. The field can be seen from our 
bedroom window which gives us a sense of nature, freedom and reminds us of our environment. We are horrified that 
there is an interst to bulid on this land. Not only will it be an an eyesore, it will be disruptive- noise,dust and it will 
disrupt any of the natural habitat. We often see eagles and such like flying over the field. It will be devastating to see 
this beautiful field replace by housing or any building. Building houses or buisness's on this land will put an enormous 
strain on our local infrastructure, schools and hospital. These are already under pressure and overcrowded. The roads 
are busy enough without attracting more people to the area. We feel it would be a disaster to build on this field and 
oppose the plans to do so. 

  

Rep3527 Mrs 
Claire Poole 

1. Obviously I appreciate the need for planning, but it seems that the residents are not widely aware of the planning, 
and it's being rushed. We need time to study it, and know all other options and what is being done to retain green belt 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
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land 2. The in-depth report by ARUP’s does not recommend 4 of the 5 proposed sites and this should be recognised as 
they are experts in their field. 3. Looking at the amount planned for South Bucks it seems there could be total 
overdevelopment of the entire district. 4. The village already has a massive problem with parking, with people driving 
from surrounding areas to use the station. The station car park is small and expensive, therefore they use surrounding 
roads, up to a mile away. This is already problematic for villagers, those trying to get their children to school. I cannot 
see how the village and it's infrastructure could accommodate more traffic from new housing and offices 5. There are 
many offices in the village and around that are empty. We are so close to London that many people live here and travel 
in to London for work, so I do not understand why more offices are planned to be built, when many of the ones we 
have in the village are empty. 6. Local services and amenities are stretched to the limit - there is no doctor’s surgery in 
Gerrard's Cross, and only one junior school which is already over-subscribed, we have poor road surfaces, little parking, 
not many facilities. To increase the number of residents so significantly would severely impact on the current services. 
Any development should be appropriate to the present infrastructure - no Doctor’s surgery in Gerrards Cross, 1 primary 
school, no secondary school and current children find it hard to get places in grammar schools if they pass 11+ 7. There 
a plots that are under consideration that are prime green belt farmland, that have historical interest, contains 
significant wildlife and are registered parks. 8. There are only three four railway crossing roads in the village, and as 
such Bull Lane is used as a cut through between GX & CSP by cars, heavy lorries and school coaches - people avoid the 
Tescos traffic lights and the lane serves 5 local schools Maltmans, Gayhurst & Thorpe House (all private schools) St 
Josephs ( one of CSP’s 3 junior schools) and the Community College a school which has 1800 pupils travelling from all 
over the area. These schools are continually expanding. The surface of Bull Lane is very poor due to the level of traffic 
and is rarely repaired. There is very little pavement on the lane, cyclists and pedestrians are at high risk danger in this 
narrow lane with blind corners and poor visibility. There are limited roads crossing the railway and any development to 
47B would inevitably result in increased use of the lane which is at breaking point. It would also add to other already 
congested roads in the area and through the centre of GX. 9. The A40 is regularly used as a relief road when traffic on 
M25 & M40 reaches a standstill. 10. Regarding 57B planning for offices and commercial buildings - why build on an area 
of beauty which happens to be a flood plain when offices in GX have stood empty for years - it is a dormitory town with 
people working in London and the M25 area. 11. Protecting green belt is a core planning principal to safeguard the 
countryside. Opportunities to use derelict & other urban scrub land are available with careful planning. 

development options to meet 
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Rep3528 Mr 
Sean 
O'Connell 
Rep3530 Mrs 

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 
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Vanessa 
O'Connell 

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. 

scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  

Rep3529 Mr 
Geoffrey 
Campbell 

Planning consent has recently been approved for over 600 dwellings in Chalfont St Peter and this should be taken into 
consideration when determining outcome of the Local Plan. The existing infrastructure in Chalfont St Peter is unable to 
cope with the current numbers of dwellings. In particular, the drainage system is unable to cope with peak flows and 
certainly has no reserve capacity to receive additional connections, surface or foul. The state of the roads is rapidly 
approaching a condition more in keeping with a third world country than a semi rural County in Great Britain. Schools 
and doctors' surgeries are already over subscribed and additional housing in the district would only serve to aggravate 
the situation to a crisis situation. Any residential development should be focused upon the centre of the Village using 
brownfield sites wherever possible. Services should be developed towards the fringes of the Village promoting a more 
communal establishment. Green Belt was established to protect areas of green space, prevent uncontrolled sprawl of 
built up areas, prevent neighbouring towns and villages from merging into each other and preserve the rural character 
of villages. This has served us well for many years and the Green Belt should be protected at all cost. Examining the 
District as a whole, it is clear that there are many other areas that have significantly more capacity and are generally 
more appropriate to be developed for residential use. 
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Rep3531 Miss 
Storm England 

I am 6 years old and live in Little Chalfont. I love the playground in Westwood Park and I learnt to ride my bike and fly a 
kite in the park. I also love seeing the cows in the field next to Westwood Park and walking through the woods to 
Chenies and the Chess Valley. I don't think you should build any more houses in Little Chalfont because it will ruin our 
village. There are not enough places at school for more children. The roads will be even more busy and dangerous for 
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children to cross. Please leave our countryside alone so I can play and go for walks and see the cows. Thank you very 
much. 

Rep3533 Mrs 
Jane 
Chamberlain 

The document was far too long and complicated for the average man in the street to respond to as interest was lost 
within the first pages. As a result people simply looked at the maps and didn't see the Plan for what it was trying to 
accomplish. 

  

Rep3535 Mrs 
Yvonne 
Stewart 

Whilst I understand the requirement for housing, I do not believe the green belt area around Fulmer Village and the 
M40 is appropriate for the following reasons. The traffic through the village of Fulmer is already heavy and damages 
the safety and environment of a small village. There are no amenities in Fulmer, no shops and only very small primary 
school. Please reconsider or we will have a sprawling mass of housing from Slough to Chalfont. 

  

Rep3536 Mrs 
Lyndsay 
Breeze 

Q4 - Joint Local Plan. I agree that Chiltern and South Bucks should work together to find the best and most sustainable 
solution with a priority of safeguarding and enhancing a green buffer zone between south bucks and Slough. Q5 - 
Whilst recognising the need for development I strongly feel that whatever strategy route is taken, it should not be at 
the expense of losing recreation areas,much needed with a growing younger population and with the nation's obesity 
crisis, and greenbelt areas which act as a buffer to prevent neverending urban sprawl. We most strongly object to 
Slough council's land grab aspirations to meet their housing requirements which is totally unacceptable and will only 
serve to destroy green belt as well a the character and individuality of bordering south bucks villages such as Farnham 
royal, Farnham common and stoke poges. Q6 Should there be development of a significant nature within the 
Farnhams, eg the Farnham park recreation ground, or other areas, this would further increase the pressure on 
Burnham Beeches as a recreation area. Burnham Beeches and the Corporation of London have written separately to 
outline the potential risk and damage of increased usage of the ancient woodland, a highly unique part of our heritage. 
In addition , the increase of air pollution to this area through increased use of the perimeter roads as a rush hour cut 
through to avoid the traffic ridden A355 would further be a major cuase for concern to the woodland. I would suggest 
looking the area near the services J2 M40 which has much more capacity and is better suited in terms of access to 
transport links for job considerations. With regards to Slough, one only has to drive through the trading estate to see 
the number of empty or demolished sites which could be developed into housing, as well as nearer the town centre, 
the old TVU site for example. Q8 I think affordable housing in south bucks will be a challenge to achive Q9 there is 
definitely underprovision of housing for the elderly, this should be prioritised where any development of land near 
village centres is considered Q11 Our heritage is of major importance,South Bucks is privileged to have Burnham 
Beeches and this should be protected and any development within at least 500m of this area should be ruled out Q12 
One heritage area which is currently neglected is Allerds Farm on Crown Lane, Farnham Royal, the barn is as I 
understand it a listed building, yet despite an enforcement ruling issued by the council some time ago, the current 
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business is still operating. Q13 Both Burnham Beeches and Farnham Park playing fields are important areas for us, we 
use them regularly for different reasons. There is already a shortage of play areas in The Farnhams in terms of 
playgrounds, I think we need more! 

Rep3537 Mr 
Stephen White 
Member 
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 Cross Golf 
Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable. It would futher greatly reduce the sporting 
and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in the 
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 exisiting 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 particuarly 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 
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 distict developed areas. 

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

Rep3538 Mr 
James Shaw 

INTRODUCTION My wife and I have been residents of Beaconsfield for 11 years. During this period, we have seen 
significant development both in the Old and New Towns. The increased population density has been significant with 
blocks of flats replacing single houses and in certain areas, particularly the Old Town, a ratio of up to 6:1 of new builds 
for old; in other words, 18 houses where previously there were 3. This increased population density has placed severe 
strain on the infrastructure of the Town. Sewage has been a repeated problem with human excrement in the streets of 
both the Old and New Towns. There have been power failures. Getting a GP’s appointment is already difficult and 
getting worse. The hospitals in Buckinghamshire are all in ‘special measures’ already. The roads in and around 
Beaconsfield are a disgrace for a 2ls century developed nation. Congestion in the Middle of the New Town is now 
significantly worse than previoulsy. Gridlock is not uncommon. Rush hour congestion in the morning and evening is 
significantly worse from Amersham to the Pyebush Roundabout and M40 than it was 10 years ago, and this is before 
the construction of 1182 begins. Chitlem Railways used to operate smoothly without fuss or overcrowding. It is now 
impossible to get a seat from Beaconsfield during commuter hours and the list of complaints about the service grow 
daily. There is already a shortage of school places and children are being bussed to areas away from their preferred 
choice. This was not the case a few years ago. All this points to overcrowding and overdevelopment which has reduced 
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the attractivenes of the Town. Its character is being gradually destroyed. BACKGROUND There are serious grounds for 
questioning the ‘Evdience Base’ against which this plan is being developed. According to a recent national study, there 
are, 620,000 empty houses/dwelling places in England alone. The unabated development that is being promoted for 
the South East of England must be called into question by Local Authorities. It simply does not make sense to keep 
cramming more and more people into the South East of England, which is already under severe strain. You could argue 
that the ‘Evidence Base’ is not only historical but backward looking. Migration may not be a one way street. What 
happens if the UK decides to vote to leave the European Union. There may well be a mass exodus leading to a 
significant decline in demand, thus bringing the Country back into equilibrium, giving local communities some breathing 
space and allowing the character and charm of Towns such as Beaconsfield to be preserved. Currently, the character of 
Beaconsfield is being changed and not for the better. And what of the ‘Northern Powerhouse’, so widely proclaimed by 
the Government and the Chancellor in particular. Should we not be encouraging people to ‘look north’, where there is 
significant scope for redevelopment of brown field sites, bringing with it much need employment? In short, ‘try to 
shape the debate’ rather than merely accepting the edicts of the Department for Local Communities and Government. 
GENERAL POINTS RELATING TO BEACONSFIELD The Town has already been subject to significant development. The 
Town is defined by 2 bridges which determine the rate of flow of traffic. The roads can barely cope and are 
deteriorating year on year. The centre of town shortly will have insufficient parking to handle the mass of traffic and 
shoppers. This stems from the intensification of development as alluded to previously. Schools, hospitals, GP services, 
power, water (We are already deemed to be living in a water stressed area) and sewage treatment are all on the verge 
of failing. There are insufficient playing fields and green spaces for a Town of this size. The existing facilities should be 
preserved at all costs. The ribbon pieces of green land on the outskirts of Beaconsfield must be protected in order to try 
to preserve the character of the area and the Town. And finally, any new development in the area should be designed 
and aimed to take traffic and people away from the Centre of Beaconsfield. This will require retail and business/office 
space to be designed into any new build, as well as increased provision of education services, medical, water 
treatment, sewage and roads. CONCLUSION Beaconsfield is already suffering from significantly increased population 
density and overcrowding. The 'character and charm of the Town' has been damaged. This stems from the 'ad hoc' 
planning that has taken place with no account taken of the consequences of these builds such as the need to improve 
the infrastructure; roads, rail, education, health care, water and sewage treatment to name a few that are already 
under severe strain. The green spaces and playing fields have been eroded. Those that remain must be preserved at all 
costs. Any development that occurs in the area must take the traffic away from the centre of the Old and New Towns 
which are already congested. Above all, the cumulative effect of all this development must be addressed. And before 
any further development takes place, the Local Plan must require all the infrastructure providers - health, education, 
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water, sewage, road, rail, power and so on - to sit down collectively to come up with an integrated plan. Once the 
integrated plan has been discussed, considered and approved in principle, the funding must be secured and in place 
before one sod of turf is cut. At the risk of repeating the obvious, all this must be laid out in the Local Plan, so that 
proper consideration is given to all the consequences of developing any new towns/communities in the local area; 
funding is one of the most important issues; without this, the Local Communities will only suffer further. If this matter 
is not addressed in detail and from the outset, then the District and County Councils will have failed their local 
communities.  

Rep3539 Mr 
Matthew 
Locke Member 
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 remove significant sporting and leisure and amenity facilities in 
the community, removing the cricket club, squash courts and make Gerrards Cross Golf Club unviable removing 5-6 
holes the Clubhouse. It would also remove and early Lutyens House located on the edge of the Golf Course. There is 
also a public footpath through this lower section of the golf course which is well used by dog walkers. This would 
greatly reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the local area denying hundreds of members the enjoyment of 
playing golf, cricket and squash in a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley. The entire community would also be denied 
the opportunity to walk through this attractive part of the Misbourne valley. Whilst Chalfont Park does have modest 
business facilities in the old Manor House and some modest modern offices, further development within the Green 
Belt would be considered harmful to the principles of such a designation. In contrast, the golf club, cricket club and 
squash club are acceptable uses 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 Chalfont St Peter and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The A413 is a natural 
barrier to development and should remain so. The area is also in a flood plain making it unsuitable for sustainable 
development of any significance. Designating this area for business development would be entirely inconsistent with 
the principles of the Gree Belt, it would destroy a green corridor which is valued by residents and visitors and to 
destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. 
I am strongly against this proposal being given any further consideration for incorporation into the Local Plan for 
Chiltern District Council. 

  

Rep3540 Mrs 
Jennifer Locke 
Member 

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 remove significant sporting and leisure and amenity facilities in 
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Gerrards Cross 
Golf Club 

the community, removing the cricket club, squash courts and make Gerrards Cross Golf Club unviable removing 5-6 
holes the Clubhouse. It would also remove and early Lutyens House located on the edge of the Golf Course. There is 
also a public footpath through this lower section of the golf course which is well used by dog walkers. This would 
greatly reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the local area denying hundreds of members the enjoyment of 
playing golf, cricket and squash in a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley. The entire community would also be denied 
the opportunity to walk through this attractive part of the Misbourne valley. At a time when the government are 
showing great concern about the health of the nation and the number of obese people, to the extent of exploring the 
possibility of a 'sugar tax' it surely runs against all logic to deprive a village of such a large proprtion of its sporting 
facilities. Whilst Chalfont Park does have modest business facilities in the old Manor House and some modest modern 
offices, further development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to the principles of such a 
designation. In contrast, the golf club, cricket club and squash club are acceptable uses 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 Chalfont St Peter and Tatling End, Gerrards 
Cross and Denham. The A413 is a natural barrier to development and should remain so. The area is also in a flood plain 
making it unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance. Designating this area for business development 
would be entirely inconsistent with the principles of the Gree Belt, it would destroy a green corridor which is valued by 
residents and visitors and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas. 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? I 
am strongly against this proposal being given any further consideration for incorporation. 
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Rep3541 Dr F 
Richards 

I attended the local public meeting at Iver Village Hall outlining the ‘Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan’ on the 24th of 
February 2016 and have the following comments to make, many of which were made at the meeting: - At the public 
meeting and within the documentation on the South Bucks Council website much has been made of a council’s legal 
‘Duty to Co-operate’ with other councils. An example was given at the public meeting that if Slough no longer had any 
land upon which to build and meet housing targets and other community assets (such as schools, hospitals, etc.), it 
could apply to South Bucks to provide such land. Taken to a logical conclusion this implies that the whole country could 
be turned into a singular building site. If Slough has built to capacity within its boundaries, then it should be exempt 
from meeting additional housing (and other building) targets. Similarly, with South Bucks comprised of substantial 
areas of Green Belt land, its targets for future development should take this designation into consideration. As the 
South Bucks District Council website clearly states, ‘South Bucks is situated within the Metropolitan Green Belt. The 
Green Belt designation covers some 87% of the District, excluding the main settlements. The fundamental aim of the 
Green Belt is to prevent urban sprawl by maintaining the 'openness' of the land contained within it.’ Instead of blindly 
following edicts ‘from above’ it is my suggestion that councils use their legal ‘Duty to Co-operate’ to challenge 
unrealistic and unwanted targets of development in their respective areas. - The proposed plan shows a distinct 
disparity in development between South Bucks and the Chilterns, with the latter far less affected. No clear explanation 
was given for this disparity at the public meeting. - The proposed development appears to highlight Green Belt land 
rather than brownfield sites for development. Again, no clear explanation was given at the public meeting for this 
emphasis. - Iver, Iver Heath and Richings Park are already subject to increasingly heavy vehicular traffic. Major building 
projects such as the Elizabeth Line, the M25 and the expansion of Pinewood Studios have impacted greatly upon the 
local area with regards to noise and increased traffic. At the public meeting the question was asked as to whether any 
environmental projections had been made regarding increased pollution should more development in the area be 
granted planning permission. It would appear that no such study has been undertaken. - Iver Heath has been the 
subject of two recent public planning inquiries due to Pinewood Studios seeking expansion. In both cases the issue of 
housing development was rejected outright as the planning inspector, backed by the Secretary of State for 
Communities and Local Government, agreed that the housing and employment needs of this specific region of South 
Bucks were already well met with regards to future planning. Therefore, for the reasons stated above, I do not believe 
that the proposed ‘Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan’ is sustainable, nor do I believe that it will perform a positive 
social, environmental or economic role. 

 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. 

Rep3542 Mr 
James Cobb 
Director JLL 

Q2 - Land at Chalfont Grove, Chalfont St Peter should be included as a development site. Q3 - The above land is 
identified as a Major Developed Site within the Green Belt in the adopted Local Plan and the redevelopment of the site 
for residential or mixed use purposes would not impinge on the purposes of the Green Belt. It is considered that the 
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exisiting built area identified hatched red on the attached plan could be redeveloped within five years with further 
phases within the blue hatched lines coming forward over the plan period. Q5 - We consider that a combination of the 
above is appropriate. There are existing MDS sites which are considered to be surplus to requirements and are likely to 
become available from their existing uses in the short term which could greatly assist in helping the Council's to achieve 
their five year (and beyond) housing land supply. Q6 - As above, Chalfont Grove should be considered as a residential or 
residential led mixed use development site. It is already identified as an MDS with a substantial amount of built form on 
the land. A redevelopment of the site will offer the opportunity to provide much needed housing on a site which is now 
considered to be surplus to requirement for its current use. Q7 - Better use of exisiting Previously Developed Land such 
as Chalfont Grove will greatly assist the Council in achieving their required housing needs. Q8 - By maximising 
development potential of Previously Developed Land including existing MDS. 

Rep3543 
Planning Field 
Officers 
Chiltern 
Society 

Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, 
on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint 
Local Plan process? 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: Do you have 
any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 
and whether additional sites should be added? 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: 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? No, we do not know of any. 
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. 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 
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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: 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? 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: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be 
part of these options? • 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 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. Page: 4 of 12 Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in 
Chiltern/South Bucks? 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: Do you have 
any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? 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: Do you have any comments on the above options to 
meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? We see no need to release Green Belt for any 
dwelling needs, that includes this demographic group Question 10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet 
specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in terms of general and affordable needs? There is not enough 
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information to comment. We believe that the term ‘affordable needs’ lacks specifics. What is the assessment and how 
has it been determined? Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local 
heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community.?  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: Are you aware of any currently 
unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important locally? 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: 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. 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: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? 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: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7. 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 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 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

396 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

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, 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 
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statements that ensure minimal impact on the environment and facilitating safe passage of wildlife. Question 16: Do 
you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? 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: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take 
into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think 
the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? 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 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 tranquility • 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 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

398 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

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. 

Rep3544 Ms 
Gaye Myatt 

I believe it is imperative that areas of the green belt remain protected, particularly: i) areas part of and/or adjacent to 
recognised community recreation facilities (such as the southern end of Langley Park) ii) areas designated within the 
Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, such as the Chess Valley and its surrounding environs. Retaining green 
belt areas and AONBs such as those above are an essential part of the national strategy of improving the nation's 
health (both physical and mental) and environment. Langley Park has a thriving Friends group and is well-used by a 
wide range of people (such as walkers, families, dog owners) who see it as an oasis - extensive building around the 
George Green/Park Stile Gates would effectively transform the semi-rural feel of this area. The Chess Valley is 
recognised as of international importance as a chalk stream habitat, while the surrounding environs such as 
tracks/bridleways around Chenies and West Wood offer unrivalled views and tranquility. It's recognised that there are 
housing and economic pressures. However, rather than spoil treasured green environments, to me, it seems more 
sensible to concentrate business and housing development where there are already significant development and 
transport links - for example, Slough would benefit from progressive regeneration, while the M40/A40 junction and 
existing retail parks off the motorway, better lend themselves to further enterprise. 

  

Rep3545 Mr 
Benjamin 
Nunn 

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 

 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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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. In addition, the nearest railway 
station at Gerrards Cross is already over capacity during peak travelling times with trains already so full that it has been 
physically impossible to board the train on occasions. Those boarding the train at peak times invariably have to stand 
for the entire journey into London. Further development in Chalfont St Peter and surrounding areas would make this 
situation significantly worse and likely to add to the road congestion as commuters seek alternative routes to get to 
work.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 
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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 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, 
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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. 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).  

Rep3546 Jill 
Bell 

My comments relate to the consideration for release of 2 parcels of land one to the West of the A413 from Deadmans 
Lane to Church Lane bordered on the north by Wexham Park Lane (Area 1) and secondly the area of land south of 
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George Green either side of George Green Road which appears to go down to the border with Slough Borough 
Council's area. (Area 2). Green Belt Area 1 and Area 2 are currently in the green belt. Para 80 of the NPPF states 5 
purposes for a green belt designation + these areas satisfy 3 of them - to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up 
areas Both Areas 1 + 2 are adjacent to built up areas Langley for Area 1 and Wexham Court Estate and Wexham Park 
Hospital for area 2. - to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another. The release of these areas would 
effectively merge George Green with Slough and for Area 2 would extend the built up area right up to the land which 
forms part of the Black Park and Langley Park areas. - to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encorachment 
Area 2 is partly agricultural land and such land is recognised as a vital economic resource for food security + soil 
protection. Part of Area 2 is in a Zone 3a flood designation area and retention of the ability to absorb rain water is an 
important function for both Areas 1 + 2 as the watercourse goes through both areas Para 83 of the NPPF states that 
"once established green belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances". No such circumstances 
have been made out in this consultation document. Protecting the Green Belt encourages regeneration of previously 
developed or brownfield land in urban areas. Its well known that developers have substantial areas of land in their 
ownership but are choosing not to development them. Areas 1 + 2 are not brownfield and should not be sacrificed to 
allow developers to continue their practise of land banking. Areas 1 + 2 have a significant role in storing carbon and 
protecting flooding. Para 85 of the NPPF talks of defining boundaries clearly using physical features that area readily 
recognisable. At the moment in Area 1 we have Wexham Park Lane and Church Lane as recognisable boundaries and in 
Area 2 the Grand Union Canal (Slough Area) provides a clear boundary between the built up area and the rural area of 
Middle Green. That part of Area 2 east of Middle Green Lane is in the Colne Valley Regional Park which has its own 
objectives which would not be realised if this area was excluded. There is also a large area of that land east of Middle 
Green Lane which was filled with domestic refuse and so is unlikely to be suitable for housing development Another 
consideration is infrastructure. Although the bridges over the railway have been rebuilt for Crossrail both of them from 
Area 2 into Langley are single track + traffic light controlled so access to this area would be through George Green onto 
the A412 and the roads are not sufficient. There are insufficient school places for children in the area and no local 
doctors surgeries. In March 2015 the Prime Minister declared that protecting the Green Belt is paramount. The 
Conservative Manifesto said Ministers attached great importance to the Green Belt and will maintain existing levels of 
protection. Bucks CC is supposed to be a conservative council so its difficult to see how they can envisage reducing the 
Green Belt area so drastically in Wexham. 

Rep3547 Miss 
Anna Sullivan 

Consider views, particularly distance views, as a criterion for determining the viability of a site for future development 
as well as any proposals that come forward, regardless of Use; the intention being to safeguard the character of an 
area even for those passing on the M40 etc. Ensure the heritage of a site is considered as part of every viability 
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assessment or planning application with at the very least a brief statement relating to heritage value to demonstrate 
that some form of assessment has been carried out. Consider including a Design Code SPD for both Districts addressing 
the varying character and aspirations for each of the settlements and the places between them to assist in achieving 
high quality design for new-build and alterations. Ensure Transport Assessments are carried out for evey site, 
particularly as future development sites are being considered. Develop detailed requirements for bin stores and refuse 
vehicles and make them readily available. A detailed evidence base is needed to support both parking requirements 
and bin store provision. 

Rep3548 Mrs 
Pamjit Rai 

Responses to the questions in the Consultation Document, using the same numbering, as follows: 1. There is no clarity 
on the definition of "best-fit". The meaning of "best-fit" needs to be defined before anyone can be asked to comment 
on the definition of the housing and functional economic market areas. 2. Needed to look at the Arup report to assess 
this, but the complete Arup report is not available on your website - only pages 1-71, so the Councils have not provided 
us with the materials to make an assessment of this. In any event, Arup does not recommend 4 out of 5 of the 
proposed sites in and around Gerrards Cross and therefore these areas should be taken out of the Local Plan. 3. 
Greenbelt land in/around should not be considered for development as there is a risk of Gerrards Cross merging with: - 
Stoke Poges, Slough and Windsor at one point; - Tatling End, Denham and Uxbridge at another point; - Chalfont St Peter 
at another; and - possibile Seer Green, the Jordans and Beaconsfield at another point. 4. I appreciate the need for 
development, but Gerrards Cross is already very congested. Theschool run is already very difficult and, in some 
instances, children's safety has been at risk. (I comment on the Gerrards Cross Church of England School, but I imagine 
it is the same for the other schools in and around Gerrards Cross). Consequently, I believe that while Joint Local Plan 
Visions and Objectives may look great on paper, there is very little experiential knowledge that goes into these. They 
require more experiential knowledge, which unfortunately, at this stage I cannot due to work commitments. However, 
as so many people come into work from the outside Gerrards Cross, if more office space in GX is to be created, then 
the transport links need to be improved. There used to be an excellent bus service from Slough a few years ago - this 
was stopped resulting in fewer buses on a different route. It would therefore appear that things have not been/are not 
thought out throughly and holistically. 5. I cannot at this stage comment on the spatial strategy option or options, but 
believe thought needs to be given into where people work and already existing employment areas in the consideration 
of the options. A large number of people in Gerrards Cross work in London or Slough. The train service to London has 
deteriorated over the past years and the roads into Slough are becoming increasingly congested. The roads are in bad 
repair - our car has had a puncture from one pot holes which also damaged the alloy and we are not the only people in 
Gerrards Cross this happened to. Also, Gerrards Cross is in a "nook" with the M25 and M40 and the attendant pollution 
that goes with this. Consequently, Gerrards Cross should not be included in any of the development plans. 6. Gerrards 
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Cross should be left out of development plans due to the reasons above and the following: - There is no doctor's 
surgery/medical centre in Gerrards Cross; - there is only one state school in Gerrards Cross and in past years, children 
living in Gerrards Cross have not been able to get into the school due to high demand; - pressures on the public sewer 
system; - traffic congestion; - increasingly deteriorating public transport links. 7. Plot 47B under consideration for 
housing is an area of some historical interest. The Cannon Meadow Cottages are a pair of houses built before WW2 for 
farm workers and they pre-date the designation of Green Belt in South Bucks which took place in 1954/55. The field is 
farmed and the farmer grew up in one of the houses. It is top quality green belt farm land. The land is currently feeding 
a herd of beef cattle, has been grazed by rare breeds as well as dairy cows and many calves have been born on the site. 
In previous years it has been used to farm wheat, maize, beans, sunflowers and grass for hay - it is good versatile land. 
There is an abundance of wildlife linking to Bulstrode Park on 

Rep3549 
Hayden Todd 
Aitchison 
Rafferty on 
behalf of Mr 
Andrew Kirk 

Respondent would like to nominate the land adjacent to Seer Green railway station car park, Farm Lane, Seer Green, 
Chiltern, HP9 2UR for housing and employment purposes.   6. PLANNING APPRAISAL Housing Supply 6.1 The NPPF and 
current local planning policies focus on the need to increase housing supply. The NPPF makes it absolutely clear that we 
must house a rising population, which is living longer a nd who wa nt to ma ke new choices. 6.2 The 'Housing Strategy 
for England' was published in November 2011. The foreword by the Prime Minister and Deputy Prime Minister sets out 
the Government's intention to unblock the housing market and tackle the social and economic consequences of the 
failure to develop sufficient high quality homes over recent decades. 6.3 The Executive Summary is signed off by both 
the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government and the Minister for Housing and Local Government. It 
states that a thriving active housing market that offers choice and flexibility is critical to our economic and social 
wellbeing. It stresses that the commitment to provide more housing is urgent:- • "The problems we face are stark' and 
have been compounded by the impact of the credit crunch; • 'Urgent action to build new homes is necessary' as 
children will grow up without the opportunities to live near their family and older people will not have the choice ond 
support they need; • 'Housing is crucial for our social mobility, health and wellbeing'; and • 'Housing is inextricobly 
linked to the wider health of the economy". 6.4 Nothing has changed since in the commitment of the Government to 
address the critical issue of delivering the homes that families, communities and the economy needs. 6.5 The 
Government used the Queens Speech of June 2014 to reiterate its pledge to boost housing supply. Her Majesty the 
Queen announced that "my Government will increase housing supply and hameownership ... " 6.6 The Chancellor of 
the Exchequer, George Osborne, reiterated the need of "tackling the long term challenge of housing supply" in his 
annual Mansion House speech in June 2014. The following quotes are of particular relevance:- • At home, our economy 
is still too unbalanced, so I am the first to say we need to continue our efforts to boast business investment, exports 
and housing supply; • Robust financial markets are an important part of building a resifient economy ... I want to 
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address another market which con create a risk to Britain's economic stability and prosperity. Nat a new risk, but an old 
and very familiar one to us in this country and that's our housing market; • As well as being the biggest investment af a 
lifetime a home is also a place to live and build our lives - and we wont all families to be able to afford security, comfort 
and peace of mind. That means homes have to be affordable - whether you're renting or buying. The only way that can 
be achieved over the long term is by building more, so supply better matches demand; • As a consequence of the 
failure to deliver sUfficient new homes we see the social injustice of millions of families denied good homes; • Across 
the country, the ratio of house prices to incomes is high by historical standards, and while average loan to value ratios 
for new lending are still well below normal, loan to income ratios have risen to new highs; and • The long term solution 
is that: we need to see a lot more homes being built in Britain. The growing demand for housing has to be met by 
growing supply .... 1 will not stand by and allow this generation, many of whom have been fortunate enough to own 
their own home, to say to the next generation; we're pulling up the property ladder behind us. So we will build the 
houses Britain needs so that more families con have the economic security that comes with home ownership. 6.7 
Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 2015 estimated that there will be a need for 
well over 40,000 new dwellings during the 20 year plan period. Chiltern is a rural district, with the Green Belt covering a 
significant proportion (88%). It is clear that there will be insufficient land available within the existing settlements and 
on previously development sites for Chiltern to achieve the required housing projections. In order to achieve the 
required housing targets and to provide quality housing developments, it will therefore be necessary to build on land 
currently designated as Green Belt. It is acknowledged that the majority of new housing will need to be provided in and 
around the main towns, such as Chesham and Amersham/Amersham-on-the-Hill. However, selected villages such as 
Seer Green, which have existing services and facilities to support growth, can play an important part in contributing 
much needed housing and help the District achieve its required levels of housing supply in sustainable areas. The 
provision of new housing in Seer Green is also essential to support the existing community facilities, services and local 
business. 6.8 Seer Green is well located on the southern edge of the Chilterns and within 30 miles of London. It is an 
attractive vil lage with a spacious and verdant character. In order to provide much need housing that maintains the 
character and identity of the village, it will be necessary to considered new housing sites outside the existing built up 
areas. Sustainable location of the site for new housing 6.9 The subject site is located to the south of the main 
settlement of Seer Green and immediately to the east of the railway station (Appendix A). It is well integrated with Seer 
Green and an adjoining public footpath provides a direct link to the main built up confines of the village. There are also 
footpath links located along Farm Lane providing access to the centre of the village. The location of the site adjacent to 
the built up area with existing infrastructure provides easy and convenient links, results in this site being perfectly 
positioned for a housing development. Furthermore, given this site's position between the built up area and railway 
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station, the exclusion of this site from the Green Belt provides a key opportunity to improve the integration of the 
village and mainline station. The position of this site would therefore constitute a natural and logical extension of the 
village. 6.10 This is not an isolated rura l site, which is not well served by local shops and facilities (Appendix B) . As 
noted above, it is on the edge of the built up area, within easy reach of all shops and services found within the vi llage. 
All of the following can be reached within a 5 minute drive, 10 minute cycle or 30 minute walk of the site:- 
Newsagent/Post Office The Jolly Cricketers Public House Holy Trinity Church of England Baptist Church The Three 
Horseshoes Public House Local Shops Car Sales and Garage Seer Green School Recreational Grounds 6.11 When 
compared with other housing areas in Seer Green, the site is a comparable distance to the village centre and just as 
accessible. The above facilities would be sufficient to serve new housing development within this village. Furthermore, 
as noted above, new housing within Seer Green would help support these facilities and services. 6.12 Seer Green 
Station is a key public transport hub and provides frequent links to London, Aylesbury, High Wycombe and Birmingham. 
There are also bus stations located at the top of the adjoining footpath within 200m of the site, which provide regular 
services to High Wycombe, Beaconsfield, Seer Green (central), Gerrards Cross and Uxbridge. The site would therefore 
constitute a highly sustainable location and would have considerably better transportation links than other proposed 
sites within the District. 6.13 The position of the subject site between the railway station and built up area of the village 
would minimise the impact of a housing scheme on the character of the Green Belt. With regard to this, the proposal 
would not result in towns merging into one another and any new buildings would be viewed in the context of the 
surrounding development. The surrounding tree cover would also be useful in concealing development. 6.14 The site 
offers an opportunity for new housing in an area that would not harm the character of the village. The allocation of this 
area would also improve the integration of the village and adjoining railway station. The land is immediately available 
for residential development and would make a valuable contribution to housing supply, in accordance with the aims of 
the NPPF. Employment Based Uses 6.15 The NPPF confirms the Government's commitment to securing economic 
growth in order to create jobs and prosperity, building on the country's inherent strengths, and to meet the twin 
challenges of global competition and of a low carbon future. 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, it is imperative that the new development plan 
provides the foundations for supporting economic growth throughout the District. 6.16 With regard to the rural context 
of this site, paragraph 28 of the Framework states: - "Planning palicies should support economic growth in rurol areas 
in arder ta create jobs and prosperity by taking a positive opproach ta sustainable new development. Ta pramote a 
strong rural ecanamy, local and neighbourhood plans should:- • Support the sustainable growth and exponsion of all 
types of business and enterprise in rurol areas, both through conversion of existing buildings and well designed new 
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buildings; • Promote the development and diversification of agricultural and other land-based rural businesses; • 
Support sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments that benefit businesses in rural areas, communities and 
visitors, and which respect the character of the countryside. This should include supporting the provision and 
expansion of tourist and visitor facilities in appropriate locations where identified needs are not met by existing 
facilities in rural service centres; and • Promote the retention and development of local services and cammunity 
facilities in villages, such as local shops, meeting places, sports venues, cultural buildings, public houses and places of 
worship. ' 6.17 The evidence base provided on the Council's website identifies that there is a lack of suitable land for 
business use. It is noted that the provision of employment land in most areas has been in decline, which is a trend only 
likely to continue with recent changes to the Permitted Development Order (2015) and rising house prices. The 
shortage of suitable local employment land will result in high levels of out-commuting, which will have adverse 
implications on the local economy and increase the environmental footprint of the District. This local need for 
employment land constitutes the exceptional circumstances required by the NPPF (paragraph 83) for changes to the 
Green Belt boundary. The NPPF requires the changes to the Green Belt boundaries to be done with regard to their 
intended permanence in the long term, so that they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan period. 6.18 It is 
essential that a diverse range of employment sites are provided in various locations, to cater for the needs and desires 
of the numerous small to medium sized businesses. This cannot be achieved through the allocation of a few large 
business parks within the main towns. The reliance on large business park sites being delivered within the required 
timeframe is also problematic given the complexity and uncertainty of such developments. It is noted that small to 
medium size businesses make significant contributions to the economy and require high quality, smaller sized premises 
in strategic locations that are secure and well connected to highway and public transport networks and built up areas. 
6.19 Seer Green has limited employment opportunities for its residents and the allocation of this site on the edge of 
the village for sma ll to medium size business use could provide significant economic benefits. The site at Seer Green is 
ideally positioned on the edge of the village and directly adjacent to the railway station. This would provide residents 
with local employment opportunities and reduce the need for travelling to the neighbouring towns and outside the 
District for employment. Furthermore, it would help address the shortfall in suitable employment land and add to the 
diversity of the designated sites. The site is available and deliverable for this purpose. Amenity 6.20 The size and 
position of the site would ensure it could be developed without harming the amenity of the surrounding 
occupiers/users. Vehicle Access 6.21 The site is accessed from Farm Lane via the railway station car park. The site has a 
right of way over the car park (Appendix C) . The site is well connected to the main highway network. The development 
of this land would not result in conditions prejudicial to highway safety. Ownership 6.22 The site is in private 
ownership. The residential or commercial development would not require site assembly and the land is available now 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

408 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

for development. 7. CONCLUSION 7.1 The site represents an important opportunity to provide much needed new 
housing or commercial development, in an accessible location, within easy reach of the shops and services located 
within the village. 7.2 The site could make a valuable contribution towards local housing supply, in accordance with the 
Government's policy in the National Planning Policy Framework, to boost significantly the supply of housing and widen 
opportunities for home ownership. Furthermore, the provision of new housing within Seer Green would help support 
local facilities, services and businesses, which is a significant planning gain. 7.3 The NPPF confirms the Government's 
commitment to securing economic growth in order to create jobs and prosperity, building on the country's inherent 
strengths, and to meet the twin challenges of global competition and of a low carbon future. A shortage of suitable 
sites for employment generating uses has been identified in the Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development 
Needs Assessment 2015. There are limited employment opportunities within Seer Green. The allocation of this site for 
employment based uses would provide local jobs, reduce out-commuting (lower carbon footprint) and help address the 
shortage of suitable sites. 7.3 The site is well integrated within the built up area and in close proximity to a number of 
key services and facilities, which would be sufficient to support new development. 7.4 The site is located on the edge of 
the village and positioned directly adjacent to the railway station, which would promote sustainable modes of 
transport. There is also a bus stop within 200m and the site has excellent links to the surrounding highway network. 7.5 
There are no issues with ownership or land assembly and the site could come forward for development immediately. 
7.6 We respectfully suggest to the Council that the land be removed from the Green Belt and allocated for housing or 
employment in the emerging planning documents. 

Rep3550 

David Harrop 
Rep3552 
Rosemary 
Harrop 
 

Question 2: Look at the possibility of building over railway lines especially to create land for light industrial use. TESCO 
have made an excellent job of creating additional land over the railway line in the centre of Gerrards Cross so this is 
proven to be possible.  Question 3: I would question what has happened to the proposal to redevelop the grounds of 
Chiltern College. We are strongly of the opinion that green belt land should be preserved at all costs. Once this land has 
gone it is gone for ever. Better use should be made of existing developed land, especially brown field sites.  Question 5: 
I believe that we should be making more efficient and effective use of land within existing built-up areas such as 
increasing building density or heights and exploring the potential to provide new local employment opportunities to 
allow some existing and outdated employment sites in the town to be redeveloped for other uses.  Alongside this we 
should also be exploring ways to seek to protect and enhance the quality of life in Chiltern and South Bucks (e.g. 
planning for community, recreational and cultural needs, enhancing the Chilterns AONB, improving our townscapes, 
respecting and protecting our historic environment, enhancing a local sense of ‘place’, etc.) through new development 
proposals and policies. A very strong emphasis should be placed on protecting and keeping green belt areas.  Question 
6: I have specific comments regarding Appendix 6  'Employment Areas of Search in the Green Belt' and the areas 
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refered to in the Arup report as 57a and 57b. I would strongly oppose these areas being removed from the green belt 
and developed for industrial/commercial use.  I also disagree with the Arup assessment of the 5 questions within the 
green belt methodology as follows: Q1: Check unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas - Area 57a is on the edge of a 
built up area and is the start of the green belt.It is undeveloped and natural woodland. There is a blanket tree 
preservation order (TPO) on all trees within this area. By definition it is unreservedly restricting the further 
development of built up areas and should undoubtedly score 5 as being unsuitable for release. Q2: Prevent towns 
merging into one another - there is a large area of green belt between the Gerrards Cross green belt (in particular areas 
57a and b) and Maple Cross. The prevention of these towns merging is not reliant upon saving areas 57a and b 
however if the green belt is slowly but surely eroded in this way the merging of the towns will happen. This has less 
relevance but should still have been scored at at least 2. Q3: Safeguard countryside from encroachment - This is exactly 
what the parcels of land 57a and 57b are doing, how else can this be interpreted? Land parcel 57a is on the edge of a 
built up area. It is native woodland providing a special habitat for wildlife and "safeguards the countryside from 
encroachment". It should therefore have been scored at 5. Q4: Preserve setting and special character of historic towns 
- Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St.Peter are rural towns surrounded by green belt land. This very fact constitutes and 
forms the character of the area and to remove and erode the green belt fundementally detracts from the special 
character of these towns, it does not preserve the character. This is wholly applicable and should have been scorred at 
3/4. Q5: Recycling of derelict land - this question is not applicable to land parcels 57a and b.  Land parcel 57b is largely 
within the flood plain of the river Misbourne. Land parcel 57a is also subject to flooding in parts. Due to difference in 
levels t would not have easy access from the A413 and access from Lower road would be unsuitable for commercial 
traffic as it is a minor country lane bordered on one side by a residential area.  There are poor links to public transport 
for both of these land parcels.  Question 7: With regard to para. 4.11 we fully support the consultation and Duty to Co-
operate  with adjacent councils and Aylesbury Vale to accommodate part of the plan areas development needs and/or 
for a new settlement/growth area(s) which could accommodate needs to 2036 and possibly beyond.  Question 8: The 
affordable housing levy should be rigorously applied to private developments. I have seen evidence that this is not 
being done at present.  Question 9: I agree with 6.2 (a), (f) and would strongly object to 6.2 (b) and (d).  The following 
part of my 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 
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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: 1. 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. 2. 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. 3. 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. 
4. 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): 1. 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. 2. 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) 3. 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 
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be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for CSP. 4. 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.   5. 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.   6. 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.  7. 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.   8. The sheer size of this proposed development site 
is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP.  9. 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 1. The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a 
particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities. 2. 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. 3. 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.  
4. 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. 5. 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. 6. 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. 7. 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. 8. 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.    

Rep3553 
Simon Woolf 

I tried to complete the on-line form, but there is a problem, so I have therefore emailed my comments below. I have 
look at the Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2014-2036 (Local Plan) and in my opinion it lakes any 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
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credibility as being a sound plan due in part to the significant loss of green belt land around Beaconsfield and no plans 
whatsoever to properly deal with the infrastructure required to cater for the proposal to build so many houses in the 
area. This was the problem last time I responded to the previous Local Plan (referred to at the time as the Core 
Strategy) when I highlighted the need for adequate infrastructure; the response was that this would not a problem. 
Since the adoption of the last Local Plan, we have seen an increase in higher density building without the 
improvements to the infrastructure necessary. The character of Beaconsfield has changed with more gated 
communities, more luxury blocks of flats and where 2-3 houses were demolished to make way for developments of 10 
– 20 houses. There is no holistic plan; instead we have seen a gradual increase in house building in an unplanned 
piecemeal fashion resulting in lack of places in schools, local surgeries under immense pressure, increase in traffic 
congestion, problems with parking, issues to get water and power services to new developments, etc. The new 
emerging plan makes no attempt to correct the problems caused by the last plan and I can see the same mistakes being 
made again. The Local Plan makes no attempt to encourage developers to help to build local infrastructure, unless it is 
a major development like Wilton Park. Furthermore, developers flout the rules to provide affordable housing for a 
development of over 13 dwellings. For example Orchard Green, Beaconsfield, a new development off an access road 
from Windsor End to Bradbury House (Near the Masonic Centre) is a development has 13 properties and a 
development of Lord Reith Place (at the bottom of Lakes Lane, Beaconsfield started with 13 houses and further 
separate development of 5 houses was added as a separate development. These 31 extra houses (13 + 18) together 
with a small gated community of 2 houses (Lakesfield) further up Lakes Lane, Beaconsfield has added to the traffic 
bottleneck at the top end of Lakes Lane. The problem is during the planning process, the impact on traffic is looked at 
in isolation and each of the 3 developments were argued to have a marginal impact, but when added together, the 
cumulative effect is increased traffic at the top end of Lakes Lane to the extent that it is now a problem. This is a good 
example where planners have got it wrong and the complete lack of a holistic approach of ensuring the infrastructure 
can cope with the increase in houses is clearly missing in the proposed Local Plan. 1) Lack of places in schools – only last 
year a school in Beaconsfield was not able to take 20 children. No consideration of this is in the Local Plan. 2) More 
pressure for the NHS – getting appointments to see a doctor is more difficult. The government decided to increase the 
ratio of patients to doctor from 1200 to 1500 to cater for the increase in population, yet this does not solve the 
fundamental problem if local surgeries lack the space to increase the number of medical professionals. No 
consideration of this is in the Local Plan. 3) Loss of A&E in High Wycombe, puts more pressure on Stoke Mandeville 
Hospital and Wexham Park Hospital and the increase in housing only adds to this pressure. No consideration of this is in 
the Local Plan. 4) Congested roads – each new house in Beaconsfield and South Bucks brings on average 2 additional 
cars to the area. This, coupled with the additional vehicle movements to service each new house (e.g. delivery vehicles, 
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post office & couriers, waste collection, friends and family visiting residents and tradesmen (gardeners, plumbers etc) 
carrying out work on the property) will add to the traffic. No consideration of this has been taken into account in the 
Local Plan. 5) Parking – with additional cars in Beaconsfield due to increased housing, where are cars going to park? We 
already have major issues with parking in the old and new town. No consideration of this is in the Local Plan. 6) Lack of 
provision of energy. There is a real danger of black outs if Power Generators do not invest in new Power Stations. The 
EU now requires all coal Power Stations to be closed down unless they can meet new stringent regulations. We only 
learnt today that EDF are having serious problems in funding the new nuclear Power Station proposed at Hinckley Point 
in Somerset. The Local Plan infers that these services are not their concern, yet the supply of power is necessary and 
should be considered in any sound Local Plan. 7) Shortage of water – we have seen water restrictions more commonly 
coming into force so as to ensure everyone can have a supply of water. How are new houses in the area going to be 
supplied with water when water companies are having issues to supply water in the area? The Local Plan infers that 
these services are not their concern, yet the supply of water and dealing with waste water/sewage is necessary and 
should be considered in any sound Local Plan. 8) Lack of leisure amenities – there is no plan for a park in Beaconsfield. 
Other local towns have large areas of green space that residents can use for recreation, yet Beaconsfield has small 
pockets of land used for recreational purposes. If planners want to increase the number of houses in the area (reported 
to be up to 1500 houses) surely any sound plan would include green space that can be used to benefit the increased 
local population. 9) The proposed Relief Road will not be sufficient to take traffic away from Beaconsfield and really 
should have been taken from Ledborough Lane junction on the A355 to the Pybush roundabout on the A40. The plan to 
take the relief road to Maxwell Road junction on the A355 to the Pybush roundabout on the A40 is short-sighted and 
traffic will continue to travel through Beaconsfield at certain peak periods due to an increase in car journeys in South 
Bucks . The Local Plan fails to take this into consideration . 10) Local Cemeteries are near capacity . Where do we bury 
our dead? Additional houses will increase the local population which will in time merely had pressure to this problem. 
Where is the solution in the Local Plan? 11) Aging population of Beaconsfield will bring its own set of problems since 
the elderly will have a greater need of medical services and care agencies. If the aging population increases due to 
increase in the number of houses, this will only add to the pressures on local medical services and care agencies. There 
is no provision in the Local Plan to consider this. 12) Local Transport networks – Amersham, Beaconsfield and Gerrards 
Cross train stations are extremely busy and the car parks are frequently full by 10 am weekdays. Additional housing in 
the area will only add pressure to these station car parks and the Local Plan makes no consideration for increased 
investments to cater for additional commuter car parking. 13) Emergency services will be under more pressure to cope 
with increase in local housing. Thames Valley Police are under severe pressure to reduce costs and over the years 
Beaconsfield has seen a loss of Police Officer numbers. This trend is set to continue which is absurd given the additional 
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housing should provide additional funds from council taxes to pay for an extra Police Officer. The Local Plan also 
identifies areas of green belt land around Beaconsfield (Near Junction 2 of the M40) that can be used for business 
use/economic development areas. Unfortunately the Local Plan lacks any real insight into the use and value of the land 
around Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross. These two towns are typical commuter/dormitory towns where many high 
net worth residents live in Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross, yet commute to other areas (e.g. London) where salaries 
are higher. Likewise there is a trend for high net worth families to move to Beaconsfield & Gerrards Cross from other 
high value areas e.g. London. A document for South Bucks District Council entitled Housing Market Areas and 
Functional Economic Market Areas in Buckinghamshire and the surrounding areas Volume II: Study Appendices March 
2015 would support this observation. On page 14 of the document 
(http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=6776&p=0) there is some very interesting analysis and data on 
commuting flows and migrating flows in South Bucks. However the work that Atkins did to produce these figures does 
not have specific data for commuting flows and migrating flows for Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross which is a pity. The 
Local Plan seems to be looking to increase the size of Beaconsfield by 1/3 and it has suggested the way that some of 
the land in Beaconsfield is used is to increase the amount of business use of the land. My limited research would 
suggest that this will merely attract a workforce from surrounding areas rather than providing work for residents of 
Beaconsfield. This is because Beaconsfield is a commuter town with residents living in above average valued housing 
working in other areas where salaries are above average and those that work in Beaconsfield, tend to live in 
neighbouring areas where housing is more affordable. I think the SBDC study referred to above that presumably 
includes Beaconsfield within the figures for South Bucks distorts the usefulness of the data in making any sensible 
decisions on how best to use the land around Beaconsfield and I believe further work should be carried out in the area. 
Wilton Park is already planned to have an additional 350 houses and a relief road, yet this relieve road will not allow 
traffic to flow due to the inclusion of various roundabouts planned to create access points to Wilton Park and to slow 
the traffic down. I also believe that a period of consolidation needs to be allowed for Beaconsfield to absorb the effects 
of 350 additional houses before any further use of Green Belt Land is considered. Furthermore, I do believe there is a 
good opportunity for the Local Plan to include the use of land currently owned by the Portman Birtley Estate which is 
bordered by the A355 and proposed relief road in Beaconsfield to create a park for Beaconsfield. The Local Plan does 
not include this use of the land for park land/open green space, but instead wants the land to be used for housing. This, 
coupled with the preference for the relief road to take the longer eastern route, does suggest that some deal may have 
been agreed in principal and this would be a huge mistake for Beaconsfield. It is important that areas of Green belt are 
maintained so as to ensure there is no Urban Sprawl. The Local Plan has identified the loss of huge areas of green belt 
land to east of Beaconsfield. This urban sprawl towards Seer green and Jordans will in time see these two villages 
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become part of Beaconsfield, in much the same way as Holtspur has become part of Beaconsfield. I do think there 
needs to be clear boundaries between Towns and surrounding villages so as to preserve their unique and separate 
characters. In closing Beaconsfield Town Council commissioned residents in Beaconsfield to volunteer to put together a 
“Vision for Beaconsfield”. I could not find any reference to this document in the Local Plan which is a pity and I think 
the Local Plan should consider the inclusion of ideas within “Vision for Beaconsfield”. I would therefore urge the 
planning officers involved in the Local Plan to contact Beaconsfield Town Council to obtain a copy of “Vision for 
Beaconsfield”. In conclusion, I would strongly urge planners involved in the Local Plan to reconsider the significant loss 
of green belt land around Beaconsfield and to create a holistic approach that includes plans to deal with the 
infrastructure required to cater for the proposal to build houses in the area. 

Rep3554 Mrs 
Rochelle 
Fearon 

I would like to comment on the above proposals specifically in relation to Farnham Common. * Farnham Common has 
already expanded considerably over the last thirty years putting considerable strain on the environment and local 
services. * The A355 runs directly through the village and is already under significant pressure from high levels of traffic 
commuting between the M4 and the M40. The numbers of pantechnicon lorries using the road continues to increase as 
Slough Trading Estate expands ever more. Whilst this is a good thing for the economy it is local people who bear the 
brunt of the effects this high level of traffic brings. These effects are not pleasant: noise, pollution, delays and increased 
risk of traffic accidents. * Further housing development in the village on any significant scale would have a severe 
detrimental impact not only on the transport infrastructure but, of equal importance, on all local support services. 
Schools are already under pressure for places and neighbouring areas such as Slough are suffering in a similar way. 
Major population expansion would be disastrous. Huge resources would need to be identified and finding locations 
schools etc would be extremely difficult. I cite the recent case of the Khalsa School development a the old Pioneer 
building in Stoke Poges. * Such development would also change the fabric of the village for good and Farnham 
Common would be swallowed up by the neighbouring town of Slough, just over the border into Berkshire. This would 
not be progress and local people would be the losers. Whilst everyone recognises the need for more affordable housing 
choosing Farnham Common - a village location - cannot be the right choice for the existing community, the 
environment and future generations of local people. I am a local resident living in Farnham Common for 31 years, and 
in Buckinghamshire for 63 years. 
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Rep3555 Mrs 
K. H. Holder 
Clerk to 
Farnham Royal 
Parish Council 

Farnham Royal Parish Council (FRPC) is responding on behalf of its parishioners (over 3000 residents) following initial 
consultation with interested groups given the limited timescale available. FRPC have considered proposals to adjoining 
settlements but not the wider District as a whole and will limit answers to the questions raised to this Parish and its 
immediate environs. In response to the questions posed we comment as follows:- Q1 We take these analyses at face 
value as presented to be correct. Q2 We have commented on the deliverability in our following responses. The overall 
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Farnham Royal 
Parish Council 

planning of the Green Belt must look to a longer term than the relatively short term needs of the 2036 targets. Q3 Yes. 
We have identified these in the following responses. Q4 The Joint Local Plan approach should not override the 
particular characteristics and opportunities presented locally. In other words let us not forget that each area needs to 
be judged on its own merits. Q5 There is merit in appraising all opportunities and moving forward with a mix of these. A 
Increased density and existing development opportunities must be explored and a sustainable, mixed development 
strategy adopted that is opposed to a zoned approach. It is not acceptable to relocate open recreation areas so that 
they are in a less sustainable location. Similarly there is no point converting small local sustainably accessible offices to 
housing and then asking people to drive miles to a business park. We must have integrated uses. We are concerned 
that the current vision by the District Council separates housing development away from job creation development. B 
Special Areas of Character will become more important as changes happen elsewhere. We should be looking to 
designate MORE areas of special character to preserve and enhance the environment whilst looking for development 
opportunities within that framework of character. C We have serious concerns about accepting additional 
requirements from outside areas. It cannot be that an area can expand beyond its ability to provide for. Or in other 
words how can Slough have a REQUIREMENT for housing that it cannot accommodate? Slough can trade its needs with 
other District Councils such as Aylesbury Vale where capacity exceeds demands even after the 2036 developments 
have taken place. The concept of moving your housing needs to your next door neighbours is very likely to destroy the 
Green Belt, encourage encroachment and in our case undermine the natural environment of Burnham Beeches. D The 
key concern of the Parish is the prevention of the encroachment of Slough northwards and serious and substantial 
buffers need to be maintained in perpetuity to prevent the subsumation of Farnham Royal and Farnham Common into 
the encroachment of Slough. E On questions CD&E we ask the Council to consider the environmental points made by 
Burnham Beeches and the Corporation of London all of which are supported by the Parish Council. F N/A G The policy 
of maintaining a defensible boundary needs to be applied to all settlements. H Infilling and intensification of existing 
developed Green Belt sites should ONLY be considered where they do not fulfill the primary function of the Green Belt. 
That of preventing encroachment. In all other areas stricter policies to return space to its open nature should be 
pursued. I Yes. Providing that the Green Belt buffer is strengthened by this process. J N/A K This misses the point of 
achieving sustainable zoning. Employment must be integrated with housing and not located remotely. Yes intensify 
existing industrial estates but prioritise the retention of commercial space within immediate reach of the workforce. 
See response to 5 A above. L Of Course. A sustainable and integrated mix of uses. Including commercial , private and 
social housing. The strategy must strengthen the purpose of the retained Green Belt Q6 Yes. In relation to Farnham 
Common and Farnham Royal. The Green Belt buffer to the south of Farnham Common and north of Farnham Royal 
must be preserved in its effect. That is to say some of the area identified to the north of the Farnham Park public open 
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space and west of Purton Lane (for clarity not including any part of Farnham Park) could be released for development 
with Farnham Park area retained and strengthened as the Green Belt Buffer to the east of the A355. At the same time 
the West of the A355 opposite Farnham Park should be strengthened in its role as a buffer zone. Opportunities for 
intensification exist immediately within the heart of Farnham Common. The private playing fields to the west of the 
A355 could be further developed and this would be in preference to areas further to the south of the Parish in order to 
maintain the vital buffer previously described. Development land could be investigated to the north of the parish 
boundary between Parish Lane and the Motorway services. Q7 We have serious concerns over the suggestion that 
needs can be transferred to neighbouring Councils. As previously stated there is something wrong in the way that these 
are arrived at if they are not based upon the resources of the Council. Or in plain English if one were to decide to have a 
larger family it would not, logically, entitle you to compulsorily purchase next door’s back garden to extend your house. 
The Council should not take this as opportunity to release their own land which is how it appears to the many in 
relation to Farnham Park for example. First priority must be given to maintaining the outdoor open recreation space 
and consideration only given if more accessible, better located space is provided. For example private golf courses do 
not replace the function of parks. The use of Farnham Park provides an invaluable amenity for the Parish and wider 
area. The Park includes a play area (for toddlers and youth aged up to 13) provided with Lottery funds and matched 
parish council funds following consultations which identified the need for play facilities in the area. It has also become 
the national centre for Softball and Baseball which are rapidly growing sports for all ages. These are in additional to the 
popular sports pitches for football, rugby and cricket. Such amenities all support the Government’s initiatives to bring 
down levels of obesity and improve the health of the population. Q8 Councils need to start providing affordable 
housing and driving the process. They have the opportunity to recover funds through CIL (and have done for a long 
time). This must be recovered and used to fund Council led developments. Q9 N/A Q10 We understand L&Q are 
planning to build private housing on the land where Verdon Court ( sheltered housing for the elderly) now stands and 
using the funds raised to provide social housing - but specifically not social housing for the elderly - elsewhere. Indeed 
they are systematically closing a number of other such housing accommodation for the elderly and the days of 
sheltered accommodation appear to be limited. This is a cause of great concern given we are told the population is 
ageing. Generally it seems to be the case that the whole system of provision for the elderly is fundamentally changing. 
We believe that this is an issue that must be given some priority when developing the new Local Plan and we would 
wish to be further involved in any consultations on this issue. 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. Farnham Royal and Farnham 
Common have unique cultural heritages. It is therefore important to ensure these two villages retain their separate 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

418 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

cultural and historical identities by maintaining as much of the Green belt buffer zone as is possible. The amount of 
open space needs to be balanced in the Parish - we are provided for to the north west by Burnham Beeches and the 
south by Farnham Park. Q12 There are individual heritage assets that we continue to identify in the villages of the 
District Council such as the Hemmingford group on Old Beaconsfield Road. There are also areas of ancient woodland 
for example in Ingrams Copse in Farnham Common. Q13 Farnham Royal and Farnham Common are under provided 
with public open green space. Temple Dell and Kingsway Green, The Pump, the FCSC sports field and Farnham Park are 
all required to sustain the growing community that we have. There are areas of privately owned green space that we 
would like to be considered for designation as green space such as the land at the southern corner of the A355 and 
Church Lane in Farnham Royal. Q14 We would like to be assisted in developing a Neighbourhood Plan and are currently 
consulting on a wide range of issues in our Parish. Q15 Some account needs to be taken of “joined up thinking” 
between central government and local policies. It makes no sense to lose the small business in the village centre to flats 
and then wonder where we are going to find space to locate them next. Q16 CIL should be introduced for all qualifying 
development and it is easy to take a precedent from the London Boroughs. The purpose is to provide the infrastructure 
for the increased development and the Parish is prepared to play its part in implementing those areas within its remit. 
For example affordable housing, increased health provision for primary care schools and transport links. Q17 The 
current process should be used to strengthen the Council’s position and become stricter on deviations from it. The 
Council is seen as toothless in the face of Developers – particularly there is a perception that the desire to avoid 
litigation costs influences decisions taken on both applications and enforcement issues. The Council must rise to the 
challenge to ensure that its policies are implemented. The Council should take this opportunity to adopt design 
standards. To effectively bolster their design input on proposals to ensure that the intensification of the Parish is 
handled to produce a good quality of design. References from other Authorities that maintain a design group to 
comment on proposals could be taken. SBDC should work with Slough to agree and strengthen the buffer zones that 
exist at present to the south of Farnham Royal. In addition to the measures set out above. The big challenge is to 
develop sustainably and control the mix of development. A tighter control than exists may be required. For example we 
do not need all houses to be 5+ bedrooms. How can that be controlled to arrive at a mixed population?  

Rep3556 Mrs 
Angela 
Hurlstone 

Proposal to submit Plough Lane as Test /site for redevelopment I write to object most strongly at the Parish Council’s 
decision to submit Plough Lane Recreation ground as a test site for development. The Plough Lane recreation ground is 
used on a daily basis for children’s play, exercise and recreation by its local residents. I am appalled at the suggestion 
that such a valuable and well-used recreation area be even considered for development at any stage. I question the 
motives behind this proposal. As well as the fact that the recreation ground is a well-used resource for local children 
and adults, the question arises of the road access to the area, one side of which is just a single track road and the other 
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little more. Additionally consideration of local transport issues arise, which are currently sparse. I understand that one 
of the other test sites proposed is the land in Rogers Lane formerly site of the Bayer at Stoke Court which is largely 
unused. I strongly object to Green Belt land being considered for development. It is the rural character of Stoke Poges 
and Wexham Street which defines the nature of these communities and their environment. Encroachment on a 
precious 'jewel' of land potentially breaches the long-standing covenants upheld by our community in the past for the 
benefit of present and future generations. I would urge the various Councils to undertake a far-more rigorous and 
searching examination of alternative potential sites for housing in the various Districts, which should be far more 
sustainable in terms of proximity to more frequent public transport and less intrusive to the rural environment of large 
parts of the Districts. Within the three Councils' areas, there are many pieces of brownfield land and marginally-used or 
run-down commercial land which could be more suitably designated for housing. The Parish Council should be saying to 
South Bucks District Council that it needs to work more effectively with Chiltern and Aylesbury to identify such land, 
rather than simply accept it 'has to be' Green belt or land used for recreation. 

Rep3557 Mr 
Alan Grey 

It is all too easy to adopt a NIMBY attitude to development, especially where Green Belt is involved but, with an 
increasing population we must have some areas for future expasion. In Little Chalfont I would accept development in 
the area of the Old Golf Course provided vast improvements were made to the access, all roads and that the 
development provided more schooling etc. What I cannot accept is the plans for ddevelopment on either side of the 
A404 to Chorleywood and the field behind Chestfield Park. The lose of this land and in particular the woods overlooking 
the Chess Valley would be unacceptable. I cannot comment on the other areas under consideration as I do not have 
first hand knowledge of their amenity values. 

  

Rep3558 Mr 
Guy Bartram 

This village is at a max capacity now, not only can't the infrastructure (schools, doctors etc) but the wildlife must be 
preserved. APPENDIX A 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 11-1 2-1 3-1 7. 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’. [Map from p40 of the consultation 
document] Secondly I would like to extend the Hatched area in Fig 1.1 and incorporate the area more commonly 
known as Lower Stone Meadow. [Altered map from p40 of the consultation document] Fig 1.2 Both Upper and Lower 
Stone Meadow above in Purple (Fig 1.2) are currently owned by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map 
reference 5U9993NW. 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 
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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. I! We are opposed to 
any friture development of the land owned by Chiltem 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. 

Rep3559 Mrs 
Sultana 
Karbani 

SBDC Area bounded by Grays Park Road and West End Lane We have been just recently notified of the Councils 
intentions on Removing the status of the Greeen belt areas mentioned above. It is to our disappointment that no 
contact had been made by the council of their intention and found out through third parties and other residents just 
this week beginning 7th March 2016. Having recently moved to the Stoke Poges area (Park Road) one of the reasons 
was to have a feeling of country side rural look around us and have our children experience the natural countryside and 
wildlife which is very prominent . We had not been notified of any plans as such that these beautiful natural green belt 
land would be subjected to such plans causing many problems of Work Traffic pollution noise traffic jams through 
coming years if go ahead is given. Stoke Poges (mentioned in the Doomsday Book) has such a proud village surrounding 
it with more housing defeats it historical significances and would be taken over with unnecessary housing thus merging 
towns. Using The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) criteria this area has a strong Green Belt function as some 
of the points here mentioned • To assist in safeguarding the countryside from Encroachment • To preserve the setting 
and special character of historic towns, monuments and grounds where history has been written • To assist in Urban 
regeneration, by encouraging the recycling use of derelict and other urban lands As a Resident of the borough my 
family and neighbours request that this site should stay a Green belt site and not to be put forward for test site by the 
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South Bucks District Council for future development. 

Rep3560 Mr 
Zoraber Raj 

Responses to the questions in the Consultation Document, using the same numbering, as follows: 1. There is no clarity 
on the definition of "best-fit". The meaning of "best-fit" needs to be defined before anyone can be asked to comment 
on the definition of the housing and functional economic market areas. 2. Needed to look at the Arup report to assess 
this, but the complete Arup report is not available on your website - only pages 1-71, so the Councils have not provided 
us with the materials to make an assessment of this. In any event, Arup does not recommend 4 out of 5 of the 
proposed sites in and around Gerrards Cross and therefore these areas should be taken out of the Local Plan. 3. 
Greenbelt land in/around should not be considered for development as there is a risk of Gerrards Cross merging with: - 
Stoke Poges, Slough and Windsor at one point; - Tatling End, Denham and Uxbridge at another point; - Chalfont St Peter 
at another; and - possibile Seer Green, the Jordans and Beaconsfield at another point. 4. I appreciate the need for 
development, but Gerrards Cross is already very congested. Theschool run is already very difficult and, in some 
instances, children's safety has been at risk. (I comment on the Gerrards Cross Church of England School, but I imagine 
it is the same for the other schools in and around Gerrards Cross). Consequently, I believe that while Joint Local Plan 
Visions and Objectives may look great on paper, there is very little experiential knowledge that goes into these. They 
require more experiential knowledge. However, as so many people come into work from the outside Gerrards Cross, if 
more office space in GX is to be created, then the transport links need to be improved. There used to be an excellent 
bus service from Slough a few years ago - this was stopped resulting in fewer buses on a different route. It would 
therefore appear that things have not been/are not thought out throughly and holistically. 5. I cannot at this stage 
comment on the spatial strategy option or options, but believe thought needs to be given into where people work and 
already existing employment areas in the consideration of the options. A large number of people in Gerrards Cross 
work in London or Slough. The train service to London has deteriorated over the past years and the roads into Slough 
are becoming increasingly congested. The roads are in bad repair - our car has had a puncture from one pot holes 
which also damaged the alloy and we are not the only people in Gerrards Cross this happened to. Also, Gerrards Cross 
is in a "nook" with the M25 and M40 and the attendant pollution that goes with this. Consequently, Gerrards Cross 
should not be included in any of the development plans. 6. Gerrards Cross should be left out of development plans due 
to the reasons above and the following: - There is no doctor's surgery/medical centre in Gerrards Cross; - there is only 
one state school in Gerrards Cross and in past years, children living in Gerrards Cross have not been able to get into the 
school due to high demand; - pressures on the public sewer system; - traffic congestion; - increasingly deteriorating 
public transport links. 7. Plot 47B under consideration for housing is an area of some historical interest. The Cannon 
Meadow Cottages are a pair of houses built before WW2 for farm workers and they pre-date the designation of Green 
Belt in South Bucks which took place in 1954/55. The field is farmed and the farmer grew up in one of the houses. It 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.  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

422 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

top quality green belt farm land. The land is currently feeding a herd of beef cattle, has been grazed by rare breeds as 
well as dairy cows and many calves have been born on the site. In previous years it has been used to farm wheat, 
maize, beans, sunflowers and grass for hay - it is good versatile land. There is an abundance of wildlife linking to 
Bulstrode Park on the other side of the A40 which is (grade 2 listed) registered park. 

Rep3561 Mrs 
Caroine Batty 

1. The in-depth report by ARUP’s - which is still unavailable on website - does not recommend 4 of the 5 proposed sites 
and this should be recognised as they are experts in their field. In particular - regarding question 6 - Parcel 47b 
(A40/Bull Lane) - ARUP reject this - their considersations and rationale for rejecting this sight must be taken into 
consideration and should be upheld. 2.There could be total overdevelopment of the entire district by looking at the 
amount planned for South Bucks 3. Parking is already an issue - Gerrards Cross is congested with parked cars. People 
drive in from surrounding areas for the station and park on many of the roads. If there are more businesses and 
housing parking will become even more of an issue. 4. Local services and amenities are stretched to the limit - there is 
no doctor’s surgery in GX only one junior school, poor road surfaces, overfilled sewers and waste water treatment is 
under pressure aswell. 5. Re. Question 6: Plot 47B under consideration for housing is an area of some historical 
interest. Some of the Cottages built before WW2 for farm workers and they pre-date the designation of Green Belt in 
South Bucks which took place in 1954/55. The field is farmed and the farmer grew up in one of the houses. It is top 
quality green belt farm land. The land is currently feeding a herd of beef cattle, has been grazed by rare breeds as well 
as dairy cows and many calves have been born on the site. In previous years it has been used to farm wheat, maize, 
beans, sunflowers and grass for hay - it is good versatile land. There is an abundance of wildlife linking to Bulstrode 
Park on the other side of the A40 which is (grade 2 listed) registered park and garden. This land is also close to ‘The 
Camp’ and highly likely to have relics from the Roamn era beneath its soil. Development on these fields would damage 
overall beautiful vistas of chiltern countryside, a natural asset to the edge of urban. 6. Re. Question 6: Bull Lane is used 
as a cut through between GX & CSP by cars, heavy lorries and school coaches - people avoid the Tescos traffic lights and 
the lane serves 5 local schools Maltmans, Gayhurst & Thorpe House (all private schools) St Josephs ( one of CSP’s 3 
junior schools) and the Community College a school which has 1800 pupils travelling from all over the area. These 
schools are continually expanding. There is no footpath on Bull Lane and it is already a dangerous road- cyclists and 
pedestrians are at high risk danger in this narrow lane with blind corners and poor visibility - with increased pressure on 
road/traffic it would be unsafe. The surface of Bull Lane is very poor due to the level of traffic and is rarely repaired. our 
suspicion is that the drains and sewers are damaged under the road as flooding occurs with minimal rain. . There are 
limited roads crossing the railway and any development to 47B would inevitably result in increased use of the lane 
which is at breaking point. It would also add to other already congested roads in the area and through the centre of GX. 
9. The A40 is regularly used as a relief road when traffic on M25 & M40 reaches a standstill. 10. Regarding 57A & 57B 
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there is a flood plain joins GX to CSP. 11. Protecting etc green belt is a core planning principal to safeguard the 
countryside. Opportunities to use derelict & other urban scrub land are available with careful planning. Question 16 - 
Yes to community infrasturcture levey. Lack of medical infrastracture, schools, roads, utilites etc. Any development 
should be appropriate to the present infrastructure - no Doctor’s surgery in GX, 1 primary school, no secondary school 
and current children find it hard to get places in grammar schools if they pass 11+. 

Rep3562 Mr 
Simon Ffitch 

I am writing to object to the possibility of a designated industrial zone coming within the boundaries of Ashley Green 
Parish. Ashley Green is a beautiful village at the mid point between Chesham and Berkhampsted. Once leaving the 
edges of the housing of both towns, there is perhaps only 2.5 miles of relatively open land. If this was encroached on 
further the possibility of further housing in-fill could keep mean the gap is completely closed. Surely there are less 
sensitive sites suitable for this development. 

  

Rep3563 Mr 
Simon 
Standish 

I am writing to submit general views on the potential impact of proposals for Little Chalfont and in particular for stage 1 
residential and industrial development and the potential stage 2 revisionof green belt designation along the Chess 
Valley. At the moment the local community suffers from key local pressures which may only be made more intense 
rather than alleviated by potential development. These pressures include access to local education, access to local 
healthcare ( particularly primary care access) , the density of traffic and the state of local roads. My children have now 
moved on, but being a commuter into London most days, I am very aware of increasing levels of traffic in the local rush 
hour and the inability to park at the station out of rush hour, after around 10 a.m.; never mind the increasing accident 
hot spots that impact on health and well being. I appreciate that looking to 2036 there is a need to consider the 
housing and employment needs of people in the broader South East and indeed I can see logic in developing 
accommodation and economic activity alongside key road and rail networks. However development of Little Chalfont in 
the areas designated in the stage 1 plans represent more that an incremental shift in activty. Leaving aside the 
considerable disruption during development, the plans would call for a signficant investment and on-going sustainable 
maintenance in local infastructure. The A404 would need to be widened, along with Stony Lane, the Latimer Road and 
Bell Lane, and I have commented here only on the immediate road infrastructure to us. There would need to be 
associated enhancements to education and health infrastructure to support the increase in numbers of local 
households. This shift in investment may not be supported even by assumptions made on the inward flow of local 
revenue that comes from an increased taxation base.And I assume the development will be dependent too on 
investments made by other Agencies ( non local authority) . So I have big concerns about the level of impact and these 
would certainly need to be subject to detailed and realistic provision and plans. But there also needs to be some 
imagination around the kind of Little Chalfont that we might end up with if this scale of investment is made; by which I 
mean the demography ( structure of the population), balance of economic activity and the resulting health and well 
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being and quality of life. These aspects need to be elevated in plans to provide a compelling and sustainable attractive 
proposition. The possible revision of the Green Belt along the Chess Valley would make a signficant incursion into the 
area of Outstanding Beauty along the Chess. At the moment this is a wonderful testament to the local area attracting 
local and non local visitors and encouraging healthy outdoor activities. I can not see the justification for extending 
activity down into this area. I believe in progress and I do not wish to promote a nimby approach to thinking but the 
plans have got to be realistic and take in all the angles.They have also got to leave us with a community and not an 
anonymous, distant, and fragmented industrial and commercial corridor between the M25 and High Wycombe. 

Rep3564 Mrs 
Caroline 
Turner 

Ref: Green Belt Consultation, Stoke Poges We wish to make our views known with regard to the proposed removal of 
green belt land from Stoke Poges. Stoke Poges being a relatively small village, and very close to the neighbouring town 
of Slough, needs to be protected by our green belt from encroachment by Slough (being one of the five NPPF criteria 
for the function of the Green Belt) and we feel that the land identified by SBDC being the area bounded by Park Road, 
Greys Park Road and West End Lane, performs a very strong Green Belt function when measured against the NPPF 
criteria and therefore it should retain the Green Belt designation and should not be relaised for future development. In 
opening up this Green Belt, we feel the Council would be in breach of NPPF, para. 79 which states that the fundimental 
aim of the Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. The proposed land is also 
extensively used as an amenity area by many residents for walking, jogging, exercising their dogs etc., and also supports 
a diverse range wildlife and plants and development of this area would devastate the flora and fauna of the village, 
forever. We also need to protect our historic heritage and we agree with the SPPC in the belief that the proximity of the 
Thomas Grey Memorial and the important historic landscape between the Memorial and the village of Stoke Poges has 
not been taken into account. Grey's "Elergy in a Country Church Yard" is an incredibly significant piece of work which 
immortalises thee views and is internationally recognised as one of the most important records of Pastorial England in 
the 1800's. Stoke Poges being a relatively small village we feel does not have a necessary infrastructure to be able to 
cope with potentially more than a thousand new residents, in particular the roads within the village, which can hardly 
cope with the present amount of traffic. We are also a village without a train station which we understand is desirable 
for the location of any new housing developments, so as this is an emenity we are unable to offer, then other areas 
near to public transport should be considered. We understand that more housing is needed but would prefer to see 
brownfield sites assessed for re-development prior to any greenbelt land being considered. With regard to the Parish 
Council's proposals, we agree that the development of the Bayer site is a viable option, being within the boundaries of 
the village and this would have no impact of Slough encroaching into our village. We however do not agree to the re-
development of Plough Lane recreational ground as we feel this is a necessary amenity area for Stoke Poges residents 
and their children. We really hope you protect our village and keep our Green Belt intact, not only for the current 
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residents of Stoke Poges, but for the generations to come.  

Rep3565 Mr J 
W Barrack 

I live in Beaconsfield and the town has become saturated with traffic for most of the day every day. Parking is becoming 
very difficult. There is already a plan to add 350 new houses at the Wilton Park site just outside the town from where 
all will drive in. During the day many streets are full of cars parked by people travelling by train mainly to London. 
Beaconsfield cannot take any more expansion. The situation will be similar elsewhere. The answer if we have to add to 
the population of the area is to build a completely new town as was done at Milton Keynes some time ago. I appeal to 
the planners not to make the mistake of ruining Beaconsfield completely…things here are at the limit and are likely to 
be beyond with Wilton Park. 
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Rep3566 Mrs 
Rachel Prior 

Q2 I note the rejection at Stage 1 of the proposed sites. I am disappointed that the sites orginally rejected have been 
included in the local plan. Sites previously rejected should not be taken forward. Farnham Park Sports Ground is an 
excellent and much used sports facility. It should not be considered a viable development site and should be ruled out. 
Q3 There are areas that I consider more suitable for development than Farnham Park Sports Ground. The area 
immediately south of Beaconsfield services (where the A355 joins the M40, junc 2) would not, to my knowledge, affect 
any major community nor join it to a neighbouring community. It would appear there is significant space for housing 
and associated facilities such as a school, shops, etc. Farnham Common Village Hall in Victoria Road occupies a large 
site but parking is always an issue. The Hall could be relocated to Farnham Park Sports Club, and the plot developed 
into sheltered housing - with all the amenities within Farnham Common village easily accessible for residents. Q4 It is 
sensible that a joint strategy is forged between Chilterns and South Bucks. A collaborative approach should see more 
suitable sites identified across the county. I support the S Bucks Core Strategy statement that "Further development at 
Farnham Common will be managed to avoid cumulative adverse impact on Burnham Beeches". My property shares a 
boudary with Burnham Beeches and I am all too aware of the negative impact increased foot fall has had on the site 
over the 13 years I have lived here. Q5 I support the adoption of a mixed strategy but relocating established 
recreational areas elsewhere is non-sensical. Given my response to Q5 acknowledging the impact on Burnham Beeches 
we should not be looking to accept additional requirements from outside areas. A defensible boundary must be applied 
to all settlements. Q6 The Green Belt buffer between Farnham Common and Farnham Royal must be preserved. 
Previous considerations for development of this area have been objected to by the Highways Agency due to the lack of 
safe and reasonable access to the A355. Q7 I do not support any proposal to expand Slough north of its current 
boundary. It is imperative the character of the the two small villages that comprise Farnham Royal and Farnham 
Common is retained and that Burnham Beeches, an area of ancient woodland, Site of Special Scientific Interest, a 
National Nature Reserve and a European Special Area of Conservation is preserved. Q9 I object to further development 
of the area in or around Burnham Beeches as I believe an increase in local population and therefore foot fall, coupled 
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with an increase in the number of vehicles in the area (and the associated emissions) would have a devstating impact 
on this special site. Q10 Farnham Park Sports ground it too far from the village centre for older residents to access 
amenities such as shops, doctors and public transport. This type of housing needs a village centre location. The site of 
the Village Hall in Victoria Road is ideal. Q11 Farnham Common and Farnham Royal remain distinct communities. The 
community atmosphere each enjoys would be eroded should the Farnham Park be developed, all green space built 
upon, all recreational facilities that serve the two populations removed forever. Q13 Access for all to green spaces is 
fundamental to health and well being. Use of green spaces by all sections of society unites a community. I cannot see 
the justification for the removal of green spaces such as Farnham Park, when it meets the recreational and social needs 
of the local community. Q14 The Local Plan should focus on the following: - Traffic calming and management. Not only 
on the A355 but on all roads in the vicinity, and particularly around Burnham Beeches, where narrow B roads become 
rush hour rat runs with motorists driving at excessive and dangerous speeds. - Relocation of the Village Hall in Victoria 
Road.   In its current location there is insufficient parking for those attending classes and activities there.  - Little 
consideration has been given to preserving Burnham Beeches. Removing other green spaces within the vicinity will 
have a detrimental impact - the Beeches should not be isolated to the point it becomes the only green space in the 
village. Q15 There appears to be no reference to any infrastructure that would support further development. No 
provision for addtional schools, emergency services or hospitals (we already know Wexham Park Hospital is over-
stretched and another district's health authority has had to step in to improve its appalling care record). This should be 
part and parcel of the Local Plan. Q16 Further consideration needs to be given to the safeguarding zone of 500m 
around Burnham Beeches, which encompasses most of the neighbouring settlement of Farnham Common. Any 
proposed development should take into consideration the impact on this unique site. Q17 The Local Plan has been 
poorly communicated to local residents. This is the fault of South Bucks District Council, not the Parish. I only found out 
about it through word of mouth. The document is large, the questions tricky if you do not understand acronyms or 
some of the terminology. It is not in plain English, relies upon access to many online documents to get the fullest 
picture (therefore excluding the majority of older people who are not pc literate but who may have lived in the area 
their entire lives and whose opinions are valuable) and insufficient time has been gven to respond.  It would have made 
more sense to set a deadline of May and send information out with the Council tax renewal letter. A Local Plan should 
be determined with input from everyone within a community: young and old, residents and businesses. Only with a 
responses from all sectors of the community - whose views are likely to differ - do you get a true sense of public 
opinion. 

Rep3567 Mr 
Stewart 

Question 1: South Bucks & Chiltern Districts and the Colne Valley Regional Park are facing significant challenges and 
opportunities because of their location as the first taste of countryside to the west of London. Given: a) the strong 
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Pomeroy 
Colne Valley 
Park CIC 

market relationship with London and that most of the growth opportunities in the two districts are strongly linked to 
London b) the role that the Colne Valley Regional Park and other areas of green belt in and around South Bucks and 
Chiltern play (and can increasingly fulfil in future) to provide green infrastructure for London and nearby major towns 
including Slough, Watford and Staines the Colne Valley Park CIC believes that the effect of London should be much 
more strongly considered and used to inform the local plan. The effects of London are the same in neighbouring local 
authorities that have significant areas of green belt within the Colne Valley Regional Park eg Three Rivers and 
Hillingdon. A joined up cross-boundary approach will be particularly useful with regard to enabling the local plan to 
respond to the significant opportunities as outlined in point b above. Question 2: No Comment Question 3: No 
comment Question 4: The Colne Valley Park CIC wishes to make the following comments on the Joint Local Plan Vision 
and Objectives: The Colne Valley Regional Park must be referred to in the vision and objectives. There must be a Colne 
Valley Regional Park policy in the joint local plan, see the response to question15. Rivers and watercourses: Any 
developments within the Colne Valley must include Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) and ensure a 
significant buffer (at least 20m) either side of any watercourses. Funding from the development must be used to 
improve the watercourse and the buffer zone in line with the objectives of the Colne Valley Park and the Colne 
Catchment Action Network (ColneCAN). With regard to the Broad findings from the earlier consultations – South Bucks 
main issue d: The principle must be that National Significant Infrastructure Projects(NSIPs) provide significant 
investment into the Colne Valley Park in line with the 6 objectives of the Park for the benefit of local residents. This 
investment must be commensurate with the scale of the development and sufficient to address and mitigate for the 
impacts on the Colne Valley Regional Park. With regard to the Broad findings from the earlier consultations – South 
Bucks main issue e: the Colne Valley Park CIC strongly objects to Highways England's proposal for a motorway service 
area within the Colne Valley Regional Park between the M40 and the M4 because of the adverse impact this will have 
on the 6 objectives of the Park. However, if the local plan ultimately does identify an opportunity for a motorway 
service area within the Park the above principle must apply to any potential policy. Forthcoming development requests 
within the Colne Valley Park should be referred to the Colne Valley Park CIC for comment upon. Question 5: Re: 
paragraph 4.6 protect and enhance the quality of life. Reference should be made to the Colne Valley Regional Park 
(that includes parts of both districts) as well as to the Chilterns AONB. Option a is the preferred option for the Colne 
Valley Park CIC. If there is to be any release of green belt land. the detailed review and durable & defensible new 
boundary in option G, the limited infilling in option H, and the removal of existing employment areas in option Kiii* are 
the 'least worst' options. However if these or any of the other options that result in loss of green belt are to be 
progressed developers should make a significant contribution towards enhancement and creation of sustainable land 
use for adjacent areas of green belt in line with the objectives of the Colne Valley Regional Park. (*With regard to Kiii, 
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the Colne Valley Park CIC would be likely to support this approach at Court Lane, Iver but only if a specific policy for the 
site is developed that ensures the landscape quality and setting of this site is improved and that any future 
developments within Court Lane pay for improvements to the adjacent Green Belt in line with the 6 objectives of the 
Colne Valley Park.) The huge amount of development proposed within the Colne Valley Park in this consultation 
document conflicts with the 6 objectives of the Park and is strongly opposed by the Colne Valley Park CIC. The 
cumulative impacts of these proposals combined with myriad of proposed national infrastructure proposals (inc. 
Pinewood expansion, Crossrail, HS2, Heathrow Express, WRLtH, Slough Freight Exchange, Heathrow Expansion and 
subsequent displacement of existing businesses and the new development that will be required to service an expanded 
airport) means that the very fabric of the Colne Valley Regional Park will be lost as will the open nature of the green 
belt designed/ designated to prevent urban sprawl. The Colne Valley Park is hosting the above listed infrastructure 
developments 'for the benefit of the nation' yet its role as regionally important green infrastructure for the benefit of 
millions of people will be lost if the housing and employment sites are also progressed. The Colne Valley Park CIC 
believes that a special case should be made for the Colne Valley in the south east part of Chiltern District and the 
Eastern part of South Bucks District. The proposed housing and employment development to the east of Chalfont St 
Peter/Gerrards Cross and in the parishes of Denham, Iver and Wexham should not be progressed given the scale of 
development already affecting these areas. Instead a strategic Green Infrastructure plan should be developed for the 
Colne Valley so it can serve existing communities as well as new communities in and around the Park. This plan should 
be funded by housing and employment developments around the Park and by National Infrastructure proposals within 
the Park. The forward projection of housing and employment needs for this section will be drastically impacted by the 
result to the many NSIPs occurring in the area. Land take, business and housing relocations due to Heathrow (if 
permitted) will have impacts throughout a much wider area than the scope of this consultative document, or the 
boundary of the Colne valley Park. Question 6 General comments: The Colne Valley Park CIC believes that the scoring 
system used to test how each parcel of land meets the five tests of its value as green belt is flawed or subjective at best 
and leaves the plan open to challenge by developers. A much more rigorous and accurate scoring system must be used 
, with the current one anecdotal at best and at worst undervaluing the green belt case. Specific comments: We have 
not had time to fully complete specific comments on the specific site options but wish the following to be recorded: 
Built area extension option north east of Chalfont St Peter: This includes the attractive Colne Valley Circular Walk: Horn 
Hill plus productive farmland Built area extension option south east of Chalfont St Peter: Chalfont heights scout camp. 
Built area extension option at Tatling End, Denham: Caps Wood is Ancient Woodland known to have been in existence 
since at least 1600 and possibly a relic of the natural tree cover that developed after the retreat of the glaciers 10,000 
years ago after the last ice age. It is irreplaceable and should not be developed. Built area extension option north west 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

429 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

of George Green: Although outside the Colne Valley Park this will create additional demand for recreation facilities and 
countryside access to the Park. If this area is progressed any development must make financial provision for 
enhancement of the Cone Valley Park. Specific examples could include improvements to the Colne Valley Circular Walk: 
Langley, Colne Valley Circular Walk: Black Park, Langley Park and Black Park Country Parks, the Colne Valley Trail 
including connections to the trail and the rights of way network from this new development. Built area extension 
option south of George Green: This area includes some important paths as part of the network of rights of way within 
the Colne Valley Regional Park including the Colne Valley circular walk: Langley, Slough Arm of Grand Union Canal, 
Colne Valley Trail/National Cycle Network. It also provides the landscape setting for historic Langley Park. Built area 
extension option south west of the M40/M25 interchange: Setting for Browns Wood - ancient woodland. Rural 
economy - Ways Farm. Built area extension option north east of Iver Heath. Iver Heath Fields are well used by local 
residents and include some of the few remaining areas of the former Iver Heath-land. This area includes wet woodland 
adjacent to Denham Road – which is an increasingly rare habitat. This woodland displays characteristics of Ancient 
Woodland (and was probably missed when the Buckinghamshire Inventory of Ancient Woodland was prepared because 
of its small size). If it is found to be ancient woodland it is irreplaceable and should not be developed, a significant 
buffer should also be protected adjacent to this woodland. Built area extension option west of Iver Heath: The middle 
part of this area between Church Road and Slough Road has been subject to a proposal to create a community open 
space, the creation of this and ongoing management of which is to be funded through a dementia care centre along 
Slough Road. Community consultation has shown strong support for this proposal. This proposed open space must be 
incorporated into the local plan as it can provide part of an important link between Iver Heath fields and Hardings Row 
Community Nature Reserve as part of a network of accessible green space within Iver Heath. The southern part of this 
area (south of Slough Road) includes Iver Heath Allotments and Hardings Row - where a community nature reserve has 
been created over the last few years. If this area is taken forward the allotments and community nature reserve must 
be protected (eg through designation as a Local Nature Reserve), enhanced and linked together to cover the entirety of 
the area between Slough Road in the north, Swallow Street gardens in the east and Wood Lane in the west. 
Development elsewhere in this, and any other nearby developments, should be used to pay for this for the benefit of 
existing residents and newly created communities who will require accessible green space within walking distance. 
Built area extension option south east of Iver Heath. Home Cottage Farm - historical and cultural importance of 
orchards which once covered much of what is now the village of Iver Heath. Built area extension option south of Iver: 
Colne Valley Circular Walk: Iver. Rural Economy - part of Shredding Green Farm, Slough Arm of GU Canal, Iver 
Recreation Ground & Allotments. Loss of accessible green space for Iver village. Built area extension option south of 
Richings Park: Colne Valley Trail, rural economy -farmland. Employment area of search east of Gerrards Cross: Lower 
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Road Wood. Historic Landscape setting - part of former Chalfont Park (ancient Chestnut trees etc), Colne Valley Circular 
Walk: Gerrards Cross, Colne Valley Circular Walk: Chalfont Park. River Misbourne - inc. Water Vole colony. Employment 
area of search south of Denham Colne Valley Circular Walk: Denham Nine Stiles, Rural economy ( agriculture, garden 
centres), countryside setting for Denham Country Park/Colne Valley Park Visitor Centre (and countryside views from 
A40/M40) Question 7: No comment Question 8: No comment. Question 9: The needs should not be addressed by 
incursions into, or alterations of, the boundary of the green belt within the Colne Valley Regional Park. Question 10: No 
comment Question 11: Heritage is more than just about listed buildings and ancient monuments. The landscape and 
countryside and rich wildlife of the Colne Valley are an important part of our heritage - and this heritage is something 
that local residents and visitors to the area interact with on a daily basis. Information on how the landscape was 
created and the uses it serves both now and in the past (including farming, biodiversity, recreation, gravel extraction, 
brick fields, orchards, forestry… etc) should be used to inform the production of the local plan. For more information 
refer to the Colne Valley Park Historic Landscape Characterisation produced by Bucks County Council with the support 
of English Heritage and the Colne Valley Park in 2007. Question 12: Heritage assets that should be protected include: 
the string of over 70 restored gravel pits running down the Colne Valley along the edge of Herts, Bucks, London, Berks 
and Surrey from Rickmansworth through Iver to Staines. Many of these are now attractive lakes serving important 
functions for wildlife, the landscape views, recreation, angling etc. Irreplaceable ancient woodland should have 
protection in the local plan. The rivers and network of waterways, along with a buffer of suitable width, within the 
Colne Valley Regional Park. Question 13: Hardings Row Community Nature Reserve and surrounding land up to the Iver 
Heath Allotments should be nominated as Local Green Space or designated as a Local Nature Reserve. This is justified 
by the level of community volunteer activity which continues to improve quality for both nature and community use. 
These two sites should be enhanced and linked together to cover the entirety of the area between Slough Road in the 
north, Swallow Street gardens in the east and Wood Lane in the west. A large strategic Local Green Space along the 
River Colne on the eastern edge of South Bucks District should be designated that provides a gateway into the 
countryside for urban areas and provides and protects the multi-functional use of the green space along the rivers This 
area should stretch along the River Colne and its tributaries and distributaries ensuring a green link from the Old Shire 
Lane and ancient woodlands in the north through Bucks Golf Club, Denham Country Park, Iver Environment Centre, 
Huntsmoor Park, Thorney Golf Club to Thorney Park and the Colne Valley Trail adjacent to the M4 in the south. This 
area should include a mix of footpaths, circular walks, publicly accessible green space, countryside recreation facilities 
(water sports, golf etc) wildlife habitat & nature reserves and productive farmland & woodland (that need not be 
publicly accessible but can serve a function for the landscape and countryside setting). A case will be made to 
neighbouring local authorities to create a similar visionary policy on the other side of the county boundary. Question 
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14: No comment. Question 15: Sustainability policy: Infrastructure Delivery. This policy must also include the Green 
Infrastructure as a key part of an integrated sustainability policy rather than buried amongst a set of (potentially 
vaguely worded) Healthy Communities policies. Green Belt policies: The Colne Valley Regional Park. There must be a 
Colne Valley Park policy referring to the 6 objectives of the Colne Valley Regional Park. Contained within the South East 
plan - policy WCBV5 - was a specific recognition of the Colne Valley Regional Park and its importance within the 
Metropolitan Green Belt. Because it was in the SE Plan this was not duplicated by local authorities in their local plans. 
An unintended consequence of the revocation of the SE plan has been that there is no longer a Colne Valley Park policy. 
Such a policy will support and strengthen green belt policies which are often perceived as negative (saying what we 
don’t want in our local countryside) through a positive policy which focusses on what we do want in our local 
countryside, For example: "A strategic Green Infrastructure plan will be developed and implemented for the Colne 
Valley for the benefit of existing communities as well as new communities in and around the Park. Proposals for 
developments within and adjacent to the Colne Valley Park must make a positive and sustainable contribution towards 
implementing the objectives of the Park. List 6 objectives (landscape, countryside, biodiversity, recreation, rural 
economy, community participation) in full as bullet points" The Councils should adopt a Colne Valley Park Policy for the 
following reasons: This can help South Bucks and Chiltern District with the duty to co-operate. The cross-boundary 
initiative that is the Colne Valley Regional Park also encompasses parts of Three Rivers, Hillingdon, Slough, Windsor & 
Maidenhead and Spelthorne. The policy can help respond to the opportunities for the Colne Valley Park to provide 
Green Infrastructure to existing residents and residents of new developments in South Bucks and Chiltern, 
neighbouring Slough, Hillingdon and Three Rivers as well as Harrow, Ealing and other west London boroughs. Other 
local authorities have taken a similar approach - eg Slough has referenced to the Colne Valley 'strategic gap' as a key 
reason for rejection of the proposed freight exchange at Colnbrook. Note: Slough, along with other boroughs cites 
Strategic Gap policy to reinforce the principle object of Green Belt policy – to stop urban sprawl and create a buffer 
zone between different urban conurbations. Green Belt policies: There should also be a specific farming policy in this 
section: The decline of farming in the first taste of countryside to the west of London is resulting in a decline in the 
countryside landscape. In order to be allowed to develop their farm business - planning policy should allow a range of 
diversified activity particularly within existing farmsteads. However a robust definition of agricultural activity is needed 
to ensure the green belt is maintained, this could include a presumption for small scale sustainable local supply 
renewable energy; for example solar. In return for permitted developments the farmer should be prepared to fulfil his 
or her role as guardians of the countryside, farmland wildlife and producer of local food by entering into contractural 
arrangements with the local authority to perpetuate farming in South Bucks, Chiltern and the Colne Valley. Healthy 
Communities Policies: Flood Protection and SUDS. Any developments within the Colne Valley must include Sustainable 
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Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) Healthy Communities Policies: River Character and the water environment. This policy 
must be stronger, more visionary and more forward thinking than simply "not harming" rivers and watercourses, the 
network of waterways on the edge of Bucks, Herts, London, Berkshire and Surrey is important to defining the character 
of the Colne Valley. Any developments within the Colne Valley must ensure a significant buffer either side of any 
watercourses. Funding from the development must be used to improve the watercourse and the buffer zone in line 
with the objectives of the Colne Valley Park and the Colne Catchment Action Network (ColneCAN). Question 16: Green 
Infrastructure must form part of the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study. Question 17: The local plan will need to 
address the challenges faced in the Colne Valley Regional Park of National Strategic Infrastructure projects which are 
not within the control of local democratically elected bodies. These developments do not form part of the local plan 
but are coming anyway and will significantly affect local communities and local landscapes. This can be addressed 
through the Councils making a special case for the Colne Valley Park when considering locations for housing 
developments and business developments - that are within the control of local democratically elected bodies. See the 
response to question 5 for an outline of the special case that should be made.  

Rep3568 Mrs 
Merrin 
Molesworth 
Planning Field 
Officer 
Chiltern 
Society 

I write as Planning Field Officer for Chesham for the Chiltern Society and we have also submitted a generic reply to your 
consultation. The Chiltern Society (which has some 7,000 members and 500 active volunteers) helps protect 650 square 
miles of England, which includes London's closest Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The impact of HS2 is almost 
ignored, yet it will have a profound effect within miles of its route. It will be a planning matter. Chesham will receive 
vast volumes of construction traffic in our already narrow bottleneck eg. diversions off the A413 onto lesser roads such 
as the A416 and A428 through Chesham. We already suffer from air pollution and Berkhampsted Road is an “Air Quality 
Management Area” The Green Belt does serve its purpose, and so much more. It should be valued and protected more 
highly and people disabused of the developer's oft-repeated chestnut that if you build more housing it will be 
affordable. Tax and VAT reductions and incentives can make housing affordable and available, not building more and 
certainly not building on green field sites, let alone Green Belt sites or those in Conservation Areas or AONB. Your plan 
should highlight and encourage use of professional architects and town planners to design buildings which can be 
compact without being cramped, and look pleasing as in Holland. Hilly topography should be used to advantage to 
incorporate parking under buildings and other space saving devices. The River Chess is a historic and valued asset to 
Chesham and should receive a much higher priority. Question 1 We question the validity of the assessment and the 
draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA. Numbers are specific despite paragraph 28 statement: “establishing future need for 
housing is not an exact science”. Demographic figures should be linked to type of housing. Housing should be denser, 
well designed and offer variety of size and capacity. Infrastructure as the ovrriding constraint on deliverability of any 
expansion. It is already inadequate with poor roads, water shortage and sewage overflows into the River Chess. 
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(Numbering refers to that used in the Local Plan document). 2.3(d). Across much of the area it may be true that 'there 
are no significant market relationships between Chiltern/South Bucks and Hertfordshire', this is not true for Chesham. 
We are close to the border of Hertfordshire and the A416 North is the main road outlet. Many residents either work or 
visit Berkhamsted, Hemel Hempstead and Watford. Children also commute to schools in Berkhamsted. Properties in 
Chesham are purchased by Hertfordshire residents. 2.3 (e) We disagree with this statement and consider that the 'best-
fit' must include parts of Dacorum and that this should be reconsidered. There is no need to build on Green Belt if 
housing is more dense and well designed in town and villages, and this can be achieved with good, professinal 
architectural design and town planning. We recommend the Chesham Society's "Vision for Chesham", the architect 
designed town centre proposal to underground the through road and bring the town back to the people. This should 
serve as a Neighbourhood Plan. Question 2 We suggest that a density standard be introduced. Some Appendix 1 sites 
excluded following the Stage 1 Assessment may be the subject of further testing and if ‘successful’ we should be 
offered another opportunity to comment. We do not know of any sites to add to Appendix 2 however as the Call for 
Sites is still open we will submit information if anything suitable is identified. Some of the comments in Appendix 3 are 
pessimistic and that more research could bring some of the sites into the Achievable category. Similarly in Appendix 4 
we would expect to see some deliverability in the timescale of the Plan. Question 3 If a Sporting complex site is 
identified in the Plan, Chesham cricket, rugby and football clubs may be keen to relocate which would free up land for 
other use. The Chiltern Harriers Athletics Club (running), with over 600 members owns no training facility. Swimming, 
tennis and gymnasiums are adequate. Question 4 We support the Vision and Objectives for Chiltern and South Bucks 
but warn that lack of resources must not result in neglecting the longer term, even more important now that the whole 
plan is focussed on housing numbers. Planning policy guides states infrastructure capacity must be in place BEFORE 
new dwellings and lack of available space is NO presumption for building on the Green Belt. We lament anysuggestion 
that there can be buiding on the GB. The GB is fulfilling its purpose and it cannot be fragmented. It also adds an 
environmental constraint and provides healthy outdoor activity proven to be beneficial to humans, for locals, visitors 
and tourists. We add another attribute to the GB - its permanence. Employment sites and light manufacturing are 
preferable in Chesham as there is not room for large lorry movements. Planning could allow easier Change of Use 
between sites of employment and residential where major structural changes would not be necessary. Work patterns 
are changing including hours of work, so commuting hours will also change. Question 5 Measureable criteria should be 
applied to each option, with a heirarchy driven by best (often denser) use of available land withing urban boundaries. 
4.3 The statement that “the consultation highlighted support for a restructuring of Chesham employment base through 
identifying new employment space on the edge of the town in the Green Belt” is not the Chiltern Society’s view. The 
Green Belt must be retained. Question 6 • Option A. Agreed but this is three separate options, and will be subject to 
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hierarchy assessment. • Option B. A least favoured options. ERASC areas should be protected almost as much as 
conservation areas, and expanded where warranted after critical contemporary assessment. • Option C. Agreed in 
principle but not Green Belt or the area in Appendix 2. • Option D. No comment • Option E. No comment • Option F. A 
least favoured option • Option G. A least favoured option. Essentially a Green Belt review but different methodology to 
Arup. Has potential to further weaken protection afforded by the Green Belt and permit boundary creep. • Option H. 
Similar comment as G above. • Option I. No. This is contrary to Green Belt purposes 1, 2 and 3 (NPPF) • Option J. In 
Chesham, additional sustainable growth in built up areas close to the train station is possible without encroaching on 
Green Belt • Option K. By including so many choices in one employment Option the Council are emphasising the 
concentration on Housing in the Consultation process. Local employment and industry is an important consideration 
for Chesham. • Option L. Not a question that will produce helpful answers. It is a catch-all and does not address qn 5. 
Question7 Recognising our 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 precicely defined. 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 and 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; • 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 optim use of valuable land. Neighbourhood plans should be essential for every settlement and the 
Districts should actively support their creation and updating (with funds and other resources). Question 9 We see no 
need to release Green Belt for any dwelling needs, that includes this group. Gypsies Travellers and Travelling 
Showpeople should not take priority over other demographic groups, nor jump the queue for housing. Question 10 6.3. 
Avoid “larger housing developments” which by definition are likely to be remote from town centres and transport 
hubs. Do not focus on those requiring “specialist accommodation and requiring care” who should be in a minority as 
being old today does not mean disabled or frail. Encourage old and young, more generations, to live close together in 
the “continental model” We endorse the Chesham Society's “Vision of Chesham” demonstrating higher density 
dwelling in or near town centres. There are opportunities to increase this class of housing by change of use on some 
current commercial sites close to the town centre (eg. off Higham Road). Question 11 Historic context is wider than just 
buildings, gardens and landscape. Ancient roads and footpaths should be included and this fits with your overall broad 
definition of ‘heritage’. They are popular with tourists and visitors alike, and the scenery and our proximity to London 
are a business asset to the and the film industry. Pubs are being run down but should be retained and re-developed as 
core Heritage sites and viable community resources. The Chiltern and South Bucks Heritage Strategy (January 2016) and 
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in particular the summary clause 10.1 is a positive statement about the Councils' intent. In a Chesham Society public 
survey February 2015, responses to the questionnaire revealed there was very strong public support “for preserving 
the surrounding environment, the Old Town and Lowndes Park” and of course the Green Belt and AONB. It was near 
the top of residents’ priorities. Question 12 These are classified under two headings: Landscape assets: • Chesham’s 
major natural asset is its location in the Green Belt and AONB that surround the town and is a typical example of the 
Chiltern Hills. This must be protected and is highly valued by the residents of Chesham with 75% saying it should not be 
built on (Town survey, February 2015). More specific landscape assets include: • the old wonky roof lines and higgledy 
piggledy clustering of buldings, water/stream access • The skyline which can be viewed from the High Street (east 
across Dungrove Farm and west across Lowndes Park). There are other valleys out of Chesham that should be 
preserved, the Latimer Valley being a prime example from Waterside to Chenies. • The River Chess and its subsidiaries, 
a rare chalk stream. • Lowndes Park. • Bury Lake – this is in private ownership (two owners) and adjoins the Old Town 
and Lowndes Park. If it ever came on the market or could be leased it would make a major logical extension to Lowndes 
Park. • Captain’s Wood which is managed now by the Chiltern Society – a fine example of beech woodland on a ridge 
adjoining Chesham. • Other examples can undoubtedly be proposed. These should be considered and actions 
prioritised. Buildings, usually listed or in conservation areas: Chesham Cemetery chapel and buildings (19th century 
brick and flint faced), Friends Meeting House and the White Hill Centre. Other buildings suggested at the Town Meeting 
were the National School; Mineral Cottage, Liberty building. Chesham High Street and the Old Town Conservation area. 
There are many historic buildings in these areas and indeed some are already Grade II listed Building status. However a 
thorough assessment needs to be undertaken for other buildings in these areas, and indeed the rest of the town, to 
determine which should be added to the asset register. The ERASC list should also be updated. Only Stanley Avenue 
and Manor Way are currently listed. There are some fine examples of Victorian and Edwardian terraces in the town. A 
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 so it should be referenced, visit 
www.chilternsociety.org.uk . Identifying unprotected sites of all kinds worthy of protection is a key theme of the 
Chiltern Society’s Heritage Group. Rather than create independent databases of such assets, we would prefer to 
contribute new information to existing repositories. Question 13 We 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. Local green space will be even more important when policies of denser town centre housing and with 
conversion of industrial brownfield sites to housing. They should be easy accessible to all housing. Wherever possible 
new housing should be connected to a public footpath network to the countryside and town centre facilities. Question 
14 The Chiltern Society’s objective is to safeguard the character of the Chilterns. Loss of heritage and landscape would 
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significantly alter this distinctive character. We endorse the “Vision of Chesham” as the most significant Local Measure. 
This is a major proposal which the Chesham Society initiated and consulted upon, and should be viewed as a stand-
alone item as well as in the context of this question. Question 15 • Settlement Hierarchy. This statement is not very 
clear. Does it mean the Council will be deciding the number of new dwellings appropriate for each settlement? • 
Infrastructure Delivery. If development is only to proceed where it is served by essential infrastructure then it will be 
very late in the Plan period before we see any new development in Chesham • Design. We would like to see emphasis 
placed on “high quality developments which, through their design, enhance the character and legibility of an area and 
reinforce local distinctiveness and identity”. • Development in the Green Belt. Worrying that you are not even 
considering the possibility of adding to the Green Belt. The extent of the Green Belt is already defined and its 
permanence as a whole should not be examined again. • Affordable Housing Exceptions Policy. There are no 
circumstances to justify affordable housing in the Green Belt as an exception. • Extensions to Dwellings and 
Outbuildings in the Green Belt. A rigorous policy and enforcement is required. • Custom Build and Self Build Housing. A 
number of people have expressed interest in self build projects. • Specialist Elderly Person Accommodation. See 
answer to Question 10 • Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Proposals for sites should be 
judged against the same policies as others. • Chesham Employment Restructuring. This policy needs to be applied to a 
number of sites in the HELAA • Opportunity Proposal Sites. If this refers to Green Belt sites we disagree. • Town and 
Local Centres and Town Centre Uses. We consider the best way of achieving this in Chesham is by way of a Town 
Masterplan. • Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment. The landscape and views around Chesham are an 
important part of the historic environment. • Biodiversity. It must not be forgotten that the Green Belt actively 
contributes to biodiversity. • Flood Protection and SuDS. Flood protection needs to be looked at on a Town wide basis. 
The impact of peripheral development on town centre conditions will not be fully understood until there is full mapping 
of all the watercourses in the area. • Chesham Flood Alleviation Project. Measures for flood alleviation would form part 
of a Chesham masterplan and would then have a better chance of success, particularly with the Chesham culvert. • 
River Character and the Water Environment. Until the problems with the sewage treatment works are resolved the 
quality of water in the River Chess is going to remain a major issue. • Transport Impact from New Development. It must 
be recognised that because of Chesham’s situation at the head of a valley nearly all traffic from new development, 
even on the periphery of the Town, will pass through the Town Centre. As stated before a traffic survey followed by 
transportation improvements is required. • Parking Standards. The current assumption in Chesham that Town Centre 
developments do not require the provision of normal parking standards is unfounded and leads to further on-street 
parking, congestion etc. It is a fallacy to presume that the proximity of limited public transport and local shopping 
negates the desire to own a car. • Community Facilities. Simply identifying sites will not deliver them. This will only be 
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achieved through a Town Centre development. • Sports, Recreation and Leisure Facilities. Equally important to 
Community facilities. But again evidence of need and allocation of sites will not produce results. Developers need to be 
involved on a Town wide basis. • Local Measures. We expect the Chesham Society "Vision of Chesham" to be such a 
measure. • Public Open Spaces and Local Green Spaces. If we reached the unfortunate situation where Green Belt 
development is permitted, providing limited public open space within the development is poor compensation. 
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 furtherdevelopment is possible in certain areas. These should be highlighted on a map to provide an 
overview. Current Sustainability Policies would indicate that no further development can take place until numerous 
infrastructure measures are completed or at an advanced planning stage. In respect of CIL, the linkage between 
infrastructure requirements and footprint is not clear. It is household numbers and size that drives infrastructure 
needs. Appendices have not been addressed. The myriad of Green Belt plots assessed by Arap are irrelevent as we 
maintain the GB must be retained and cannot be nibbled away. 

Rep3569 Mr 
John Coleman 
Clerk to 
Denham 
Parish Council 
Denham 
Parish Council 

Overview. The principal purpose of the green belt, as foreseen and proposed by Patrick Abercrombie and implemented 
*as policy* from the 1950s onwards was to restrict urban sprawl and protect the land around urban centres for uses of 
forestry and agriculture and to mitigate pollution. Indeed, ribbon development along transport corridors was a very 
specific issue that was addressed, and the areas proposed are both ribbon developments by virtue of their selected 
location and currently in predominantly agricultural use. Exploring the areas along the road network surrounding 
Denham, by whatever justification is therefore directly at odds with the very purpose of green belt and will 
fundamentally alter the character of the local area and realistically bring Denham into the London conurbation. Indeed, 
if anything the encroachment of development along the Uxbridge side of the local boundary, with the Ex Cadbury's 
now Kraft offices, emphasises just how delicate this boundary already is and that it faces future risk from incremental 
development. Question One: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market 
areas being used, on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next 
stages of the Joint Local Plan process? Answer: (a) The HEDNA is of itself a document lacking in serious evidence based 
content. It contains far too many crude extrapolations based on past census figures, vague economic forecasting (of the 
sort that failed to predict the 2007/8 economic crash) and hearsay taken as fact. That said, we appreciate that there 
may be no alternative way for a planning authority to determine its housing and development needs. If there is, then 
we would expect the District Council to try any alternative approach. (b) The HEDNA upon which we are being 
consulted on does NOT demonstrate sufficient local sensitivity to render it fit for purpose when considering and 
deriving the housing units and economic development requirements for our District and Parishes. As a result, we are 
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being told that we need to provide far more than was required in the 2011 Development Plan, which the government 
inspector stated would be fit for purpose until 2026. Clearly, the methodology applied has not been approved by SBDC 
members and is flawed if the outcome is at such variance from the approved figures of 2011. (c) DPC would like a South 
Bucks HEDNA done with member approved methodology in order to get the figures right. (d) DPC is contributing 450 
homes in the Denham area. There are 250 proposed new homes at the Deluxe Studios in Denham Green, 50 more 
homes at the Mc Carthy Stone development in Denham Green and 150 new homes in Kings Island. DPC seeks 
quantifiable clarification as to how the original quota of 2100 new homes has grown to 7800 new homes. Question 
Two: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be 
deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? Answer: Each site identified as accepted at Stage 
one on the HELAA for Denham was discussed and comments noted as follows: SB0233 Denham House, Village Road 
(SHLAA). Subject to planning consent, this site should be deliverable. SB0070 Land to the West of Oxford Road 
(Developer). Not suitable as Green Belt. (see SB0068 notes) SB0068 Land to the North West of Oxford Road (Developer) 
Not suitable as Green Belt. Current use is agricultural and horticultural which, has been established over many years 
with a number of historic nurseries. The road infrastructure would not support this site, as access via the A40 is already 
very busy. SB0201 Deluxe Laboratories A412 North Orbital Road, Denham Green. (Developer). This site has already 
been awarded planning consent and should be deliverable subject to being blighted by HS2 running within 100m of the 
site. Questions need to be answered regarding the infrastructure required to support this site in terms of schools, 
retail, transport and roads as over 250 new homes are planned for this site. SB0044 Bosch A412 North Orbital Road, 
Denham Green. (Call for Sites). This site should be deliverable for industrial redevelopment to provide jobs subject to 
Bosch wishing to vacate the site. Not recommended for housing, as it would put further strain on the infrastructure 
needs outlined above. It should be noted that this site is in close proximity to Savay Farm, a Grade 1 listed SSI. SB0232 
Garages at rear of St Mary’s Road Denham Green. (SHLAA) This site should be deliverable for residential use. SB 0289 
54-66 Oxford Road, New Denham. (Emp. Land Review). This site should be deliverable for residential use. SB0115 Land 
South West of Willow Avenue (Developer). This site should be deliverable for residential use. SB0291 Willow Avenue, 
New Denham (Emp. Land Review). This site should be deliverable for industrial and employment use. SB0052 Land at 
Tatling End (Call for Sites). This site appears to embrace part of Little Caps Wood and the houses along Old Amersham 
Road. The site also highlights the newly built large office complex in Oxford Road. The Local Plan needs to clarify exactly 
what area is earmarked for development and if houses are to be demolished to accommodate the proposed 
development. SB0124 Anamax, Oxford Road, Tatling End (Planning Refused). This site should be deliverable for 
industrial use. It would seem that only previously developed sites are being considered for HELAA, Is it possible that 
rejected sites at Stage One will be reconsidered at a later stage? If so it is difficult to pass judgement on rejected sites at 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

439 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

this stage. 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? Answer: A provision is required at the proposed northern extension of the New 
Denham Quarry for youth club facilities for Denham when HOAC is relocated there by HS2. (subject to planning 
permission and a firm commitment by HS2 to provide adequate funding). Other sites that would be ideal for sports 
facilities are the Alderbourne and Tilehouse fields situated off Lindsey Road. 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. Answer: DPC broadly agrees with the Vision and 
Objectives of the plan concerning the protection of the Green Belt, HGV traffic issues, drainage and broadband. DPC 
strongly objects to the Highways England’s view that a new Service area is required off the M25 between the M40 and 
the M4. Roads in Iver and Denham are already getting increasingly busy with HGV movements. HS2, the northern 
extension of the New Denham Quarry, mineral extraction at Pynesfield and the ever-growing Springbridge Direct 
activity will impact heavily on Denham’s roads in the near future. The A412 through Denham is regularly gridlocked 
when traffic is diverted off the M25. DPC are concerned at the lack of evidence of why some sites have been accepted 
and others rejected. A more robust and detailed approach is needed in advance of the next stage of consultation. 
Before the next round of consultations, DPC would wish to have a meeting with a senior officer of the Council in order 
to clarify the grey areas in this consultation. 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? Answer: Only option (A) would be acceptable to DPC. Making more efficient use of 
land within built up areas, thus avoiding incursions into the Green Belt. Question 6: Do you have comments on 
individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options? Answer: The 
HEDNA gives an inaccurate estimate of housing and development needs that suggests far higher numbers than are 
needed (as opposed to ‘wanted’) and so the other options are not necessary to achieve a true housing target as per the 
2011 Plan. Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? 
Answer: If there is to be a significant uplift in new housing, there will need to be sufficient infrastructure put in place to 
cope with the increase. (Schools, Transport, Highways, Retail, Leisure facilities). Question 8: Do you have any comments 
or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? Answer: Councils should stick as rigidly 
as possible to the recommended government level of 20% affordable housing on new sites across South Bucks. 
Schemes such as starter homes and shared ownership should be encouraged. 38% of Denham Green housing is 
comprised of affordable housing units which is the highest in the District so other areas should be considered first to 
provide an acceptable mix where possible. Question 9: Do you have any comments on the above options to meet the 
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needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show people? Answer: DPC supports limited application of (a) (b) and (c) as 
long as there is a categorically proven need. DPC strongly opposes (d) as Denham already provides a well-established 
large traveller site in Pinstone Way. Question 10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly 
accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? Answer: Denham provides specific 
accommodation for the elderly in Denham Garden Village with approximately 300 homes. The new development by 
McCarthy and Stone will provide additional housing for the elderly. SBDC could make exceptions in planning to allow 
extensions to existing care homes to enable developers to meet Care Quality Commission Regulations. It could allow 
affordable care homes to be more economically built. Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for 
example views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and 
community.? Answer: DPC considers local heritage assets to be vitally important and they should be robustly protected. 
Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is 
the heritage asset important locally? Answer: Denham has a number of important heritage assets. Capability Brown 
laid down the gardens at Denham Place and whilst the house and gardens are listed, the views from the house need 
clarification that they too are protected. Savay Farm has a number of stone circles and burial grounds. Denham 
Aerodrome is of historic importance as it was a training site in WW1. 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. 
Answer: Denham has a number of play areas: Tatling End Play Area: (QE2Field): Owned by DPC, this play area is part of 
the Fields in Trust scheme and therefore protected. Knighton Way Lane Play Area: leased by DPC from BCC. The only 
play facility and junior football pitch in New Denham. Alderbourne Play Area: Leased by DPC from BCC. The only play 
facility on the Lindsey Road estate. Glebe Play Area: only play facility in Higher Denham. Denham Green Play Area: Only 
play area in Denham Green. Denham Green Open Space. Small open space with BMX humps and no play equipment. 
James Martin Close Open Space. The only open space on this development. Way and Tillard Recreation Ground. Home 
of Denham Cricket Club and Denham Bowls Club. There is also a play area at this site. The Den, Oxford Road, New 
Denham. Home of Denham United Ladies Football Club. Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local 
Measures? Answer: The area of South Bucks is inadequately resourced as regards to sports and recreation resources. 
For example the only publicly owned football pitches are at Farnham, there are no swimming pools, very few public 
tennis courts and the only public gym is in Beaconsfield. Within Denham, at Alderbourne, once a secondary school site, 
there remains about 10 acres of land, owned by Bucks County Council, that would ideally provide a purpose built sports 
and leisure complex that could provide the multi-sport facilities, both indoor and outdoor, that are recognised as 
missing within the whole of South Bucks. Denham very much needs a youth centre and that could easily be included 
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within such a centre. Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7? Answer: The 
Arup report concluded that the Green Belt should remain protected and DPC supports this view. The Colne Valley 
seems to have been overlooked and needs to be added to the NEP on Appendix 7. Page 59. Question 16: Do you have 
any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? Answer: Further 
development in any area will impact on the local infrastructure. Consideration as stated previously will need to be 
given to schools, transport, retail, roads and leisure facilities. SBDC should press to implement a Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) at the earliest opportunity. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the 
councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example, are there any challenges or 
opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? Answer: (1) Why was there not a question 
included on the Green Belt Assessment? (Page 16 point 4.15) (2) Denham Parish Council is appalled at the notion of 
setting aside a large swathe of Green Belt Land in Denham as an employment area of search since it is historically used 
for agriculture, horticulture and community sport and leisure. The change of use in this way would be a gross violation 
of the Green Belt, mainly by an unacceptable change of character and the linking of New Denham and the Conservation 
Area of Denham Village, that would result from its exploitation. This would not accord with the need for and historical 
presence of Green Belt in this area as defined by the NPPF. On the Denham Village side of the M40, local conditions act 
as a concentrator and multiplier of pollutants. Denham is located in a low lying river valley with a well known and 
understood local microclimate frequenting shelter from prevailing winds. Just talk to the folks up at the medical centre 
- the Denham Green side of the M40 in a focus of breathing problems even as things stand. These issues are seasonally 
independent but may easily be visualised during the autumn/winter when mists are seen to hang over the Lea 
Meadows around the river valley along the A412. Additional development of the open areas between the A40 and M40 
would potentially be counterproductive to health. The only natural area that may lend to development is along 
Southlands road, where it was truncated by the construction of the M40 but this land abuts the M40 and very likely 
subject to high levels of ultrafine particulate pollution. In years gone by it would have been local pollution from lead in 
petrol - but this is now superseded by NOx and particulate emissions from diesel engines. These are in effect 
channelled through the parish by our local road network being just outside the ultra-low emissions zone. Total particle 
number concentration is related directly to traffic density which has seen spectacular growth in recent years along this 
route and it may not be a suitable area with regard to this consideration alone see Zhu et al., J. Air & Waste Manage. 
Assoc. 52:1032-1042 (3) There has been little time afforded to the Local Councils and its residents to consider the Local 
Plan, if further consultations are needed more time needs to be given to consider them. The Local Plan needs full and 
proper consultation with residents and other concerned parties. There are difficult and complex issues to address 
which require the SBDC to engage with the Parish Council on. Input should be sought at all stages from the Parish 
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Council, its residents, landowners, the NPFF and developers with proper time allowed to make correct decisions that 
will affect residents for years to come.  

Rep3572 Mrs 
Judi Jenner 

The proposed site in Chesham Bois is an area of outstanding beauty. The woodland is of ancient origin and quite mixed 
with major species of beech and sycamore providing foliage and cover for significant numbers of wildlife. The woods 
and open land are close to large settlements of people and are well used because of this. There are public rights of way 
linking the whole area via a network of paths for all visitors young and old, enabling varied anculan walks. The 
impressive trees, hilly terrian and historic features create an interesting experience for residents of Amersham and 
Chesham. The designated area provides an important natural setting for the sustainability of wildlife, and the 
environment as a whole, providing schools with accessability for fieldtrips and therefore environmental education. I am 
therefore opposed to the Green Belt Strategic Option at Chesham Bois. 

  

Rep3574 Mrs 
Muriel Gray 

I am a long term resident of Little Chalfont. While I appriciate the need for additional housing I am very unhappy with 
some of the suggestions for the future development of the village, and the subsequent impacts. - Infill is fine, and the 
old golf course is an obvious candidate, although major improvements would be needed to Stony Lane and the junction 
with the A404 - to lose our woods would be a crying shame it is nice to be able to walk there, with such easy access 
from the village - what will happen about the schools? Oakington Avenue was full in the 1980s and I gather the 
catchment area has reduced now. - Even today the traffic from Little Chalfont on the A404 up to the M25 is a 
nightmare at rush hour with lots more houses in Little Chalfont it will become impossible. We already had a lot of infill 
with the major development off Bell Lane and the development of the "Donkey Field". 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.  

Rep3575 Mr 
Jason Bew 

I have major concerns that the current round of planning considerations for Chalfont St Peter is laregly great belt land 
that will cause urban sprawl and remove the segregation of towns and villages within the village. The Epilepsy Centre 
breaks the sprawl towards Gerrards Cross, Mill Meadoqw will spread the village nearer to Chafont St Giles and the 
Raylands Park will remove sporting activities crucial top village life (cricket ground, sports fields, golf clubs) and further 
joins Chalfont St Peter with Newlands Park. All of these areas are used heavily for horse riding, playing, walking and 
cycling and form part of the key attraction and historical relevance to the area. Removing these areas of natural beauty 
from the village would destroy the key corridoor from London through to Chalfont St Peter and beyond. Additional to 
this is the lack of key transport links to the village, there is already a major lack of bus routes and times to allow people 
without cars to attend colleges in Amersham, Beaconsfield, Uxbridge, High Wycombe to name a few locations and 
there are no transport links or busses to allow people to travel to nearby bus stations. The further destruction of even 
more playing fields used by the CSP Academy (as they have no playing fields directly on the school grounds and only 
have access to Mill Meadow already takes a large amount of the games lessons juts to get to and from the fields. At a 
time where the government and copuncils are trying to encourage more sport, not less. With regards to Colne Valley 
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Park, identified for Sites need to be reviewed and smaller integrated and distributed pockets of land should be 
identified to facilitate building needs rather than demolishing green belt land and creating urban sprawl which will 
destroy village life as it has been for 100's of years.industrial development, there are already empty offices that have 
not been in use for some time. Why are more offices and industrial space required ? There is no industry in the area of 
this kind of nature and turning C.S.P in to an industrial villageis not in keeping with the rural area and the area. The 
areas, along with Mill Meadow, are also flood planes which are not appropriate for building and will merely move the 
flooding issues to other parts of the village that currently does not have flooding issues. Many parts of the lower town 
already flood in bad whether and the sewers often obflow through the ground due to their age and design. 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 is also home to a heavily used camping 
facilities for the scouts / cubs etc. and building on this land would further remove facilities young people have to 
explore, play and have the quality of life young people need to keep them active and away from the streets which 
invariably leads to increased crime. There are plenty of other sustainable sites nearer key bus routes and railway 
stations and small pockets of land where smaller sites would integrate better with existing village life rather than 
building mioni villages onm the side of existing villages which often causes segratation of residents and can lead to an 
increase in crime as a result. The police station was remove from CSP some year ago and there is no longer a local 
police station or fire station. Sewers are struggling and overflow and roads jammed with the eixisting traffic issues 
partly caused by lack of public transport. 

Rep3576 Mrs 
Alexandra Bew 

I have major concerns that the current round of planning considerations for Chalfont St Peter is largly green belt land 
that will cause urban sprawl and remove the segregation of towns and villages within the village. The Epilepsy Centre 
breaks the sprawl towards Gerrards Cross, Mill Meadow will spread the village nearer to Chafont St Giles and the 
Raylands Park will remove sporting activities crucial to village life (cricket ground, sports fields, golf clubs) and further 
joins Chalfont St Peter with Newlands Park. All of these areas are used heavily for horse riding, playing, walking and 
cycling and form part of the key attraction and historical relevance to the area. Removing these areas of natural beauty 
from the village would destroy the key corridor from London through to Chalfont St Peter and beyond. Additional to 
this is the lack of key transport links to the village, there is already a major lack of bus routes and times to allow people 
without cars to attend colleges in Amersham, Beaconsfield, Uxbridge, High Wycombe to name a few locations and 
there are no transport links or buses to allow people to travel to nearby bus stations. The further destruction of even 
more playing fields used by the CSP Academy (as they have no playing fields directly on the school grounds and only 
have access to Mill Meadow already takes a large amount of the games lessons time to get to and from the fields. At a 
time where the government and councils are trying to encourage more sport, not less. To remove any sporting grounds 
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would prevent atheltics, football, cross country and other sport taking place. Utter lunacy. Further to this, where are all 
the extra children that will live in the proposed housing going to go to school????? The Academy and Infant schools are 
already overflowing and they have little space as it is. With regards to Colne Valley Park, identified for Sites need to be 
reviewed and smaller integrated and distributed pockets of land should be identified to facilitate building needs rather 
than demolishing green belt land and creating urban sprawl which will destroy village life as it has been for 100's of 
years. Industrial development, there are already empty offices that have not been in use for some time. Why are more 
offices and industrial spaces required ? There is no industry in the area of this kind of nature and turning C.S.P in to an 
industrial village is not in keeping with the rural area and the area as a whole. The areas, along with Mill Meadow, are 
also flood planes which are not appropriate for building and will merely move the flooding issues to other parts of the 
village that currently does not have flooding issues. Many parts of the lower town already flood in bad whether and the 
sewers often overflow through the ground due to their age and design. 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 is also home to a heavily used camping facilities for the scouts / cubs etc. and 
building on this land would further remove facilities young people have to explore, play and have the quality of life 
young people need to keep them active and away from the streets which invariably leads to increased crime. There are 
plenty of other sustainable sites nearer key bus routes and railway stations and small pockets of land where smaller 
sites would integrate better with existing village life rather than building mini villages on the side of existing villages 
which often causes segratation of residents and can lead to an increase in crime as a result. The police station was 
removed from CSP some years ago and there is no longer a local police station or fire station. Sewers are struggling and 
overflow and roads jammed with the existing traffic issues partly caused by lack of public transport. 

Rep3577 Mr 
Henry Eilerts 
de Haan 

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 hundred of memebers and friends the enjoyment of playing golf 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 the exisitng use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and totally appriate 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 natual 
barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the 
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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 amalgamtion of separate and distinct developed areas. 

Rep3578 Mr 
Simon Warr 

Consultation Comments 1. I understand the need for this proposal generally, however I would like to make several 
comments in relation to the local plan which do not fall into questions 1 to 17 per se but are related to the 
implementation and evidence basis of the ‘Local Plan2014-2036 proposal. 2. I live in or adjacent to an area that is being 
designated as ‘Employment Area of Search’. I have received NO correspondence from ANYONE in relation to this 
proposal. The proposal has an immediate and direct impact on me and the fact that I have received NO 
correspondence which by definition means there is NO consultation. My possessions like me are afforded rights and 
any negative or detrimental impact financially or otherwise could be subject to court action. I don’t understand how a 
Public Consultation is such when the public (where actions directly relate) are not consulted. I do not accept that a lack 
of returns in relation to the consultation should be deemed a silent endorsement when in fact the entire process is 
flawed. As this scheme has literally been presented to me very recently, I find myself in a position where I am 
responding to a matter that has a direct and detrimental impact on my home, property value and way of life, with only 
7 days to respond - I would respectfully ask that anyone living along the A413 or adjacent to any area of development is 
sent direct correspondence outlining the potential development threat and accordingly give everyone directly 
impacted the right of reply. 3. The extenuated and repeated use of Acronyms throughout the various Evidence based 
reports which when knowingly written are forming key information within the consultation are detrimental to anyone 
wishing to make a representation as the language and meaning of the context are difficult to comprehend and by 
nature confusing. 4. Although the ARUP report is instrumental in the Green Belt section of the Evidence Base. I believe 
(in part) the evidence is gravely flawed and requires immediate rectification. I appreciate that as stated at 2.1.12 page 5 
of their Part 1A Methodology Report ‘the national PPG does not provide any specific guidance on conducting a Green 
Belt Assessment per se.’ ARUP have nevertheless devised a method which has credible traction and has been used 
nationally. However, I would like to challenge that methodology and process in relation to Purpose 4 Assessment; ‘To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns.’ where the criterion for this assessment states; ‘Protects 
land which provides immediate and wider context for a historic settlement, including views and vistas between the 
settlement and the surrounding countryside.’ In relation to the proposed ‘Employment Area of Search’ in the General 
Area indexed as 57b, I cannot believe that in Purpose 4 as described above, ARUP have scored this as ‘1’ (Weak or very 
Weak) when the criterion crucially includes the term ‘including views and vistas between the settlement and the 
surrounding countryside.’ I find it bewildering that removing tress and greenbelt to make way for a proposed industrial 
development in circumstances where a very large percentage of the towns population enjoy the current views and 

 The Local Plan will need to 
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needs taking into account the 
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implications for individual 
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The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
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vista only scores a ‘1’ on the report. Further and crucially, according to the Landscape Character Report LCA 19.2 (and 
held by South Bucks) the report states: ‘The landscape along the Misbourne is archaeologically sensitive containing 
evidence for occupation dating to the Mesolithic, Iron Age, Bronze Age and Neolithic periods’. Ironically, despite the 
distorted scoring mechanism, within the same report (Buckinghamshire Green Belt Review - Assessment Pro-Formas 
for Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council 242368-00 DATE:15th January 2016) ARUP have deemed 
the area as ‘NOT BEING SUITABLE FOR FURTHE CONSIDERATION’. .I will question the integrity, validity and intent of the 
entire proposal if this area (57b) still forms part of the Proposal at the 2nd Consultation.5. Further (and I apologise if 
I’m wrong) I cannot find any reference made to the many trees in the area which have Tree Preservation Orders 
attached. It would have been a relatively simple task for ARUP to overlay this information into their report.6. Further, in 
relation to 57b, a report from the Environment Agency dated 8th January 2016 and another document called 
‘Landscape Character Report’ dated 2011 both state that 57b are within a flood plain.The Environment Agency Report 
states;.‘The section on planning (paragraph 6.1.3) needs to be tied into the section on flooding, specifically paragraphs 
6.2.7 and 6.2.9 which deal with Strategic Flood Risk Assessments (SFRA). It is the information in the SFRAs that supports 
the presumption against development in the flood plain.’ The report then goes on to say ‘We are expecting Chiltern 
and South Bucks District Councils to update their SFRAs to take account of the revised allowances, as this may impact 
on land use and policy development.’.As a tax paying layman of modest means, I find it incredibly frustrating that your 
own reports may well be flawed and important policies and decisions are based on the same flawed data, as a matter 
of common sense, I do not understand why your proposal even considers that a parcel of land in a flood plain be 
considered in the first instance for development of any nature.7. There are other aspects relating to the area known as 
57b which will be included within my replies to answers 1-17 .Replies to the Consultation. .Question 1: Do you have any 
comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, on the draft 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan 
process?.Answer: As this entire process is considered within a ‘best fit’ planning criteria (thereby incorporating 
Aylesbury Vale, High Wycombe, Chiltern and South Bucks as a whole), I think it is important that there is a development 
bias where specific councils within the best fit criteria have aspirations and individual plans to promote growth in 
housing and economic development within their specific areas. .Further, the overall development of Houses, Industrial 
areas and Offices should be proportionate to the number of houses built within the same area. The relationship and 
correlation between new housing development and the places of employment are well documented within the various 
HEDNA reports.Even from a visual perspective utilising the Composite Map Showing Green Belt Options and Areas of 
Search that forms Appendix 6 of the Local Plan document, it seems blatantly obvious that Gerrards Cross through South 
Bucks is is being subjected to a disproportionate amount of Industrial Development.Specifically and directly in relation 
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to Gerrards Cross area the Atkins HEDNA Assessment 2015 dated January 2016, the report states;.2.26 Based on 
available employment space identified by Council monitoring data and site assessments, in quantitative terms, Chiltern 
has insufficient office floorspace to meet future needs up to 2026, under various scenarios of future growth. Although a 
reasonable amount of office stock exists across the District, much of this is ageing, lacks the flexibility which modern 
businesses require and is less attractive to the market. The Council will need to encourage the upgrading and renewal 
of existing space and consider measures to bring forward additional land supply.2.27 There is a need to improve the 
spatial distribution of Chiltern’s industrial stock to better meet with market demand. It is crucial that any new 
allocations are located within areas of higher demand, such as Amersham and the Chalfonts, which have good 
accessibility. By contrast, the District has more than enough industrial floorspace, in quantitative terms, to meet future 
needs under all future development scenarios. However, depending upon the future redevelopment prospect of some 
of the District’s key industrial sites, this surplus may change to a shortfall of industrial floorspace under two of the six 
scenarios to 2026. The report states that there is very little demand within the Gerrards Cross area for Industrial 
development, indeed, it is acknowledged and widely accepted that the existing office blocks within Chalfont Park 
(which are within the area of 57b) have been vacant for many years. It seems inconceivable that building more Offices 
will drive demand when there is already none. The various office blocks that were vacant in Gerrards Cross Town 
Centre have already been rebuilt as housing accommodation (taking advantage of the Change of Use Planning 
Regulations due to change May 2016). .5.9 Local Agents noted that Permitted Development Rights (PDR) (allowing for 
the change of use from office to residential development without the need for a planning application) has contributed 
to the perceived decline in town centre office accommodation, particularly within Aylesbury, there is also anecdotal 
evidence from Chiltern District Council that PDR conversions are having an impact on office availability in Chesham. 
Between 2013 and 2014 a total of 10,714 sq. m of office floorspace were granted prior approvals that allow for the 
conversion of office accommodation into residential development. In relation to the Economic needs expressed in the 
report, they further state;.5.12 There is considered to be a lack of supply of suitable B1c/B2 stock across the FEMA 
area. There is an insufficient supply of employment locations with enough capacity to accommodate B1c/B2 industrial 
uses that are wanting to expand their premises within the FEMA. This is a clear indication that needs to be greater 
flexibility where Industrial Planning currently exists - the evidence suggests that further development should be within 
the existing zones where demand is evident - not on a stretch of Green Belt situation on a flood plain in an historic 
setting surrounded by Trees subjected to TPO’s on a valuable chalk river supporting bio diverse wild life. .The 
Conclusions of this Section ‘Current Economic Market’ in relation to South Bucks states as follows;.5.64 South Bucks’ 
commercial property market is small and primarily office-based. Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross are popular locations 
which have seen some investment in recent years. In general, the supply of office space in South Bucks is limited and is 
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located in town centres and business parks. .5.65 South Bucks is not a significant industrial location. It has few 
industrial estates and little strategic employment land dedicated for industrial purposes. .I do not believe the Area 
known as 57b is suitable for any form of development from an economic or environmental stance. There is no evidence 
to suggest the area is suitable as an area of ‘Employment Area of Search’ in terms of location, demand or viability. In 
terms of Green Belt Desolation, it is totally unsuitable for the following reasons;.• The area is within a flood plan 
(evidence from various sources as well as at 2.28 Central Bucks Housing and Economic Land Availability Methodology 
dated May 2015 - ‘Development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided’). • Intensive Biodiversity and 
Geodiversity (as per Environment Agency correspondence 8th January 2016).• The A413 forms a barrier adjacent to the 
Green Belt - to develop the area would be to contrary to existing protective criteria. •Area 57b has a chalk stream 
within it which are a globally rare habitat including some of the UK’s most threatened species. • The landscape along 
the Misbourne is archaeologically sensitive containing evidence for occupation dating to Mesolithic, Iron Age, Bronze 
Age and Neolithic periods. • ARUP do not consider this area suitable for further consideration. • Whilst under the ‘best 
fit’ initiative and Local Plan, South Bucks may have a duty of performance, I do not believe such development is in the 
immediate public interest and as such any proposal would be contrary to Protocol 1, Article 1: Protection of Property. 
The HEDNA report would support this assertion on the basis that existing developments within the High Wycombe and 
Aylesbury Vale areas support those areas whilst a development in Gerrards Cross has very little or no benefit (therefore 
its not in the public interest of the ‘best fit’ initiative or the Local Plan) for residents current or proposed for either High 
Wycombe or Aylesbury. •The Report accentuates the point that a high percentage of the populous within the South 
Bucks and Chiltern area (including the Chalfonts) are London based Employed. . Question 2: Do you have any 
comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and 
whether additional sites should be added?.Answer: Given my assessment of the existing proposal for 57b as above, I 
would respectfully request that any relevant points that are suitable as an answer to this specific question be taken into 
consideration.Otherwise, my comments are as follows;.Development in some areas of Green Belt is inevitable but I 
strongly oppose development of 57b. Within the Chiltern and South Bucks Draft Housing and Economic Land 
Availability Assessment: South Bucks Stage 1, dated Feb 2016, I note that site number SB0025 (otherwise known as 
‘General Area 57a’ Parcel of land adjacent to the west of the A413) is rejected at Stage 1. I support this rejection. I am 
concerned that the ARUP summary advices that the ‘whole parcel’ be recommended for further consideration. This 
area is protected by Green Belt and has existing Tree Preservation Orders. Area SB0017 of the same report is also 
rejected. I support this decision as it would join Gerrards Cross to Tatling End, to Higher Denham and Denham. This 
area must remain Green Belt in order to fulfil the Green Belt criteria. If areas SB0052 and SB0124 (otherwise known as 
Area 65a - Tatling End) are developed, I suggest that taking into account the size of the area and the existing character 
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of the area (ie; contained within 3 roadways M25, A40 and A413), they are more suited to an Area of Employment (if it 
is deemed that an area is even necessary having rejected Area 57b). In other words, if this area is developed, it would 
make a much better alternative to area 57b for an Area of Employment. Area SB0031 (otherwise known as Area 54) is 
an ideal location as an Area of Employment for light industry and warehousing - the area has little or minimal impact on 
the existing housing and surroundings of Beaconsfield. .I agree with the development of ‘Winkers Farm’ area 44a, as 
(upon application), provisional planning for housing has already been granted. I do not want to see any further 
extension of this area due to Ancient Woodland and Green Belt criteria. It seems the Epilepsy Centre (known as Area 
38a) is already being developed. Given the scale of the area, if development should proceed I would like to see a 
sympathetic approach adopted where trees and ‘new green spaces’ are priority within the development. .As an 
overview (and without insinuation of a vested interest) I am disappointed that proportionately there is very little 
development in or around Amersham. I question whether the ‘share of voice’ for South Bucks in relation to decision 
making with Chiltern District Council is equal?. 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?.In terms of the Green Belt Options 
Areas of Search .Answer: If Area 65a is to be developed, it should be as an Area of Employment. The existing road 
network makes it untenable for housing. Any and all development should be sympathetic to the existing trees and 
maintain.If Area 54 is developed, it should be as an Area of Employment. The existing road network makes it untenable 
for housing. An area for Employment not within the HELAA report that I think should be considered is located in 
Amersham adjacent to the South West Aspect of the A413 and adjacent to the A355. The area should be kept in this 
corner and not to extend as far as the River Misbourne. 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. Answer: Having read as much of the Evidence Base as my limited time 
response allows; I accept that the Local Authorities need to make Development plans or face the uncertainty of having 
Central Government enforce their own interpretation. I accept that a joint initiative taking into account adjoining 
councils where the various borders meet and the character of an area may be relevant to both parties, then a Joint 
Local Plan Vision is appropriate, however, development proposals should be proportionate and relevant to the 
immediate vicinity and not the entire footprint. Where there is no evidence supporting a development need, one 
should not be proposed. .There is a great deal of detail omitted from the Vision and Objectives and it is appropriate for 
this detail to be added into future draft versions of the Local Plan. A useful approach would be to add in the 
sustainability objectives set out within the Sustainability Appraisal since this will ensure that the Vision and Objectives 
of the Local Plan are consistent with the Sustainability Appraisal which underpins it; there can, as a consequence, be no 
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criticism that there is inconsistency between the evidence base and the plan itself. If this approach were adopted, it 
would be useful for each of the Sustainability Appraisal objectives to include a short paragraph setting out why the 
objectives are in place and what they are seeking to achieve. This is helpful since it will enable performance of the plan 
to be assessed as to whether the Objectives are being met. This is useful since the NPPF is clear that the Plan should be 
able to deal with rapid change, testing plan performance against the objectives is one helpful benchmark for assessing 
whether the plan is failing and whether it should be amended through a partial or full review to deal with issues 
identified. This approach is therefore forward looking and seeking to positively deal with issues. So far as the Objectives 
themselves, I wholly endorse the need to protect the Green Belt and the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
since these are fundamental principles of the planning system which have been enshrined within local policy for a 
considerable period of time and, importantly, the NPPF provides full protection for these land use designations. As 
such, objectives which protect the Green Belt and AONB would ensure that the plan is consistent with National Policy 
which is one of the four tests for soundness. As will be set out in later submissions the need to deliver development 
and protect the Green Belt and AONB can be mutually compatible. This is on the basis of looking at delivering 
development in the wider Housing Market Area which could include delivering development in the neighbouring 
Aylesbury Vale on land outside of Green Belt and AONB which would be an inherently sustainable approach to 
delivering development. The Plan would be positively prepared in taking this approach and would be justified since it 
would be delivering the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives. 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?.Answer: It is 
appropriate for the Plan, at this early stage, to consider a range of options for delivering development. The starting 
point for considering the appropriateness of the options is the evidence base underpinning the plan. In this respect the 
HELAA is a key component since it identifies what land is available for delivering housing and other development needs 
in the period to 2036. In this respect it is firstly necessary to recognise that the overall quantum of land available for 
development falls short of what the Council consider to be the full, objectively assessed housing needs; and secondly, 
of the land set out within the HELAA, a number of the sites are undeliverable (reasons given above as per 57b) cannot 
be delivered early in the plan period (and such the plan would fail the NPPF requirement for boosting the supply of 
housing now) or are sites which would not meet the test of sustainability as set out at paragraph 7 to the NPPF (the 
economic, social and environmental roles). This further reduces the deliverable supply of housing and employment 
land which in turn further limits the appropriateness of a number of the options put forward at paragraph 4.7 of the 
plan. Although part of my response may also fall into question 6, before I prioritise my options, I would like to make a 
general comment in relation to Option A. I find the wording of this option schizophrenic in its construction and 
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underlying intent. Option A states;. .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 to create new development opportunities in the built-up area and converting some land (such as 
employment land) to other uses (such as residential). Whilst I agree with more efficient land use and increasing 
building density within a proportionate and measured plan, I don’t understand the second part of the question that 
says; ‘opportunities for relocating open space uses compatible with the Green Belt to create new development 
opportunities in the built-up area and converting some land (such as employment land) to other uses (such as 
residential)’.How can I prioritise an option that is contradictory in itself within its own intent? This option is obscene 
within the context of the Local Plan in circumstances where the Local Plan is proposing to take an area of outstanding 
natural beauty with national importance (Area 57b) within the Green Belt to convert to Employment Land when this 
options suggests converting Employment Land into Residential. I find this a deceitful and callous attempt to unwittingly 
coerce respondents to endorse development within the Green Belt as a first option priority by presenting a half truth 
followed by an assumption in the construction of the question. My Prioritised Options;.Option D. Built area extension(s) 
within Chiltern/South Bucks administrative area on the edge of principle settlements outside the Plan area – Wycombe, 
Uxbridge, Slough, and Maidenhead – preliminary work has identified strategic options for further testing and 
consideration as part of the next stage of the Local Plan (see Appendix 3). As previously stated; a joint proposal 
including Aylesbury Vale and High Wycombe and other neighbouring boroughs forms a ‘best fit’ overall scenario. 
Option E. Built area extensions to a wider range of settlements - Great Missenden, Prestwood, Chalfont St Giles, 
Denham Green, Iver Heath, Farnham Royal, Stoke Poges and Iver Village – preliminary work has identified strategic 
options for further testing and consideration as part of the next stage of the Local Plan (see Appendix 4). Within this 
option I would include Seer Green which seems virtually untouched in any proposal which doesn't seem fair and 
reasonable in an overall sense. Option I. Extension(s) to other settlements such as the larger villages. Option J. In 
addition to options included above, additional sustainable growth options in built up areas and/or in the Green Belt 
close to train stations – Chesham, Great Missenden, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Seer Green, Iver and Taplow. Option H. 
Review the scope for allowing limited infilling within villages and generally built up frontages within the Green Belt. 
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. .Option G. 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 
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defensible new boundary. Option B. Test 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 (Chiltern 
Saved Local Plan) and Residential Areas of Exceptional Character (South Bucks Saved Local Plan). Option C. Built area 
extension(s) to the principal settlements of Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, 
Gerrards Cross and Burnham – preliminary work has identified strategic options for further testing and consideration as 
part of the next stage of the Local Plan (see Appendix 2). Option K. Specifically to help meet office, warehousing and 
industrial employment needs:.i) explore intensification opportunities within or on the edge of existing employment 
sites in the built up areas. ii) consider employment opportunities to be at or part of the Green Belt Strategic Options 
identified in appendices 2, 3 and 4. iii) removal of some existing employment areas from the Green Belt on the edge of 
settlements like Chalfont Park, Chalfont St Peter, Court Lane, Iver and Pinewood Studios, Iver Heath. iv) consider policy 
options/scope to increase employment potential on existing employment sites within the Green Belt such as Pollards 
Wood, Little Chalfont and Chalfont Grove, Chalfont St Peter. v) explore new strategic employment options in the Green 
Belt in locations that are most likely to be attractive to the market and to meet local employment needs. Suggested 
Areas of Search have been identified, for testing, in Appendix 5. Within Appendix 5 there is a specific proposal north of 
Chesham in order to explore the potential to provide new local employment opportunities to allow some existing and 
outdated employment sites in the town to be redeveloped for other uses. vi) Consider the best opportunities for 
securing inward investment (e.g. redevelopment of existing employment land or allocating new land at and near Iver 
for accommodating possible displaced employment uses should Heathrow Airport expansion proceed) and 
opportunities within the plan area for supporting and growing indigenous start up and small/medium employment 
uses. I believe the HEDNA report covers the need for this type of development within the Local Plan and I fail to see any 
justification (with the exception of the Chesham site) why General Area 57b falls within this proposal. Option L - I 
cannot put this in a ‘priority order’ of options as in itself it is an option of options but I agree with the need to explore a 
combination of the options as listed. . The above said, it is considered that Option A (making more efficient and 
effective use of land within existing built up areas such as increasing building density or height), Option B .(testing of 
the scope to increase development opportunities by reviewing the purpose and function of existing areas of special 
control), Option C, D and E (built up area extensions to a range of settlements), Option F (review of settlements within 
the Green Belt with a view to removing larger settlements to explore development potential), Option G (a detailed 
review of the inner Green Belt boundaries including small scale release), Option H (allowing limited in-fill within villages 
and generally built up frontages within the Green Belt), Option I (extensions to other settlements such as the larger 
villages); Option J (additional sustainable growth options in built up areas) and Option K (specifically to help meet 
office, warehousing and industrial employment needs) will individually fall well short of the Councils presently 
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identified full, objectively assessed development needs such that the plan will not be positively prepared. A 
combination of the above Options would achieve more development potential; however it is fundamental to 
understand that even if all of the deliverable sites in the HELAA were to come forward, there would be a significant 
shortfall in the quantum of development to be delivered to 2036 when considered against the objectively assessed 
needs set out by the Councils. Consequently, the two Councils face a significant challenge; the response to the 
challenge needs to be, in my view, a radical departure from simple additions to existing settlements and/or intensifying 
urban areas. As previously indicated; I would like the Local Plan to encompass the neighbouring authorities to deliver 
housing and other needs outside the Chiltern and South Bucks administrative boundaries. The Draft Local Plan makes 
reference to discussions already taking place with neighbouring authorities, and indeed it is noted that the two 
Councils have already submitted representations to the Aylesbury Vale plan to this effect. Aylesbury Vale could usefully 
assist in delivering housing and Employment 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 and is capable of 
accommodating significant quantities of additional growth within one or more sustainable urban extensions; whilst 
Haddenham is similarly not fettered by Green Belt or AONB and nor is Aston Clinton, both of which are larger 
settlements which are capable of accommodating growth in a sustainable manner. 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. I am fundamentally opposed to building 
on Green Belt or land between settlements that would result in villages effectively merging and the erosion of our 
precious Green Belt. Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site 
options that could be part of these options?. Answer: My comments on the individual options as follows;. As set out 
above, the starting point for considering options is the extent to which deliverable land is available to meet 
development needs in the areas identified in the Options. .I am more in favour of better building and land utilisation 
within existing built up areas as well as sympathetically implementing changes to local villages that support village life 
and is not detrimental. .I am not in favour of converting offices to housing and then using the Green Belt to create 
areas of Employment. Where this has been allowed to happen (through Local Planning - Gerrards Cross Town Centre), 
then that proportion of space converted should be taken into account when reviewing HELAA relevant to the 
Employment Needs of that area. If the local authority see fit to allow places of Employment to be converted to housing, 
then they should acknowledge they do not require the equivalent space within the Local Plan. I would not like to see 
Option B implemented if it means removing the character of a historic building or building of interest, especially where 
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that building contributes to the overall character of a town or village. I must now refer to Option K in detail;.Option K. 
Specifically to help meet office, warehousing and industrial employment needs:.i) explore intensification opportunities 
within or on the edge of existing employment sites in the built up areas. The current HEDNA report suggests that 
demand for Areas of Employment largely comes from within the existing areas. ii) consider employment opportunities 
to be at or part of the Green Belt Strategic Options identified in appendices 2, 3 and 4. In terms of Appendix 2, 3 and 4 - 
they show the Built Area Extension Options for further testing and areas at the edge of the Plan Area (appendix 3). The 
areas are as follows; Holmer Green, Middle Green, Tallow, Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chalfont 
St Peter, Gerrards Cross, Prestwood, Chalfont St Giles, Iver Heath, Iver Village, Richings Park, Farnham and finally, Stoke 
Poges. Supporting the facts within the HEDNA report, I believe there should be pockets of ‘Areas of Employment’ (size 
of space required to be aligned to demand from each area) within the Expansion Areas and not as a separate option as 
detailed in Appendix 5. Provision should be made within the expansion areas and not in addition to it. iii) removal of 
some existing employment areas from the Green Belt on the edge of settlements like Chalfont Park, Chalfont St Peter, 
Court Lane, Iver and Pinewood Studios, Iver Heath. More detail is required before I can comment.iv) consider policy 
options/scope to increase employment potential on existing employment sites within the Green Belt such as Pollards 
Wood, Little Chalfont and Chalfont Grove, Chalfont St Peter. More information is required and a sympathetic controlled 
expansion would be necessary. v) explore new strategic employment options in the Green Belt in locations that are 
most likely to be attractive to the market and to meet local employment needs. Suggested Areas of Search have been 
identified, for testing, in Appendix 5. Within Appendix 5 there is a specific proposal north of Chesham in order to 
explore the potential to provide new local employment opportunities to allow some existing and outdated employment 
sites in the town to be redeveloped for other uses. Any Area considered for Employment within the Green Belt area, 
should be:.- In line with the demands of the immediate area.- part of an overall expansion plan - not an addition to it.- 
be subjected to expert evidence.- conversion of existing Employment space to Residential should retrospectively 
feature in any means test calculation.- have the approval of the public through a bone fide public consultation.- be as a 
last resort once all other options are exhausted (including a joint plan with neighbouring authorities where they face 
less restrictions or want to expand in their Area of Employment).- I do not see that Area 57b meets any ‘local 
employment needs’. A criteria which in itself forms the basis of this question!!!!!!!.vi) Consider the best opportunities 
for securing inward investment (e.g. redevelopment of existing employment land or allocating new land at and near 
Iver for accommodating possible displaced employment uses should Heathrow Airport expansion proceed) and 
opportunities within the plan area for supporting and growing indigenous start up and small/medium employment 
uses. I consider I am not sufficiently empowered nor informed to answer this part of the question. Question 7: Do you 
have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks?.Answer: The responses to Questions 5 
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and 6 and indeed throughout my various responses 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, delivery considerations and ensuring 
that sustainable development is achieved could mean that there are unmet needs that cannot be planned for in the 
Joint Plan. Further, highlighting that evidence set out in HELAA indicates not just that unmet needs may not be planned 
for in the Joint Plan, but instead it is absolutely clear that development requirements cannot, as a matter of fact, be 
planned for in the Joint Plan. It is for this reason, based on the Councils proportionate evidence, I propose that 
neighbouring authorities deliver significant quantities of the Councils housing and Employment needs in the period to 
2036 through the Duty to Co-Operate. Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can 
meet its local affordable housing need?. .Answer: In my opinion, affordable Housing should not have the burden of 
social stigma attached, accordingly, planning for affordable housing should be based on location and size, not the 
quality of building materials, density, and the imagination limits of social sector architects. Question 9: Do you have any 
comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople?. Answer: The 
most sustainable option which would reinforce social cohesion in existing Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
communities would be to seek 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. It is with some personal 
frustration in relation to this consultation where it would appear Chiltern and South Bucks afford more rights to 
Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople in circumstances where I am asked to comment on their living and well 
being while the Local plan and the Consultation Process seemingly ignoring my rights and the rights of individuals who 
make up the various communities and towns that these changes present. Question 10: How do you think the Joint 
Local Plan can best meet specialist.elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs?. 
Answer: Evidence supports the need to deliver a range of housing needs meeting the full range of demographics across 
the plan area. This is an approach 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 HEDNA sets out that there is a need for specialist 
accommodation; it is appropriate and indeed necessary for this need to be met wherever possible. Question 11: Do you 
have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to 
quality of life and our sense of place and community.?.Answer: 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. It is important that the full range of heritage assets are considered. Traditionally this has 
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related to Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings, consideration should also be given to Scheduled Monuments, 
Registered Parks and Gardens, World Heritage Sites together with below ground assets and land form features such as 
ridge and furrow. Any previously undeveloped land should be subject to archaeological survey prior to any work being 
undertaken.The setting to designated and undesignated heritage assets should also be given protection. I do not 
understand how the Local Plan can consider Area 57b viable when heritage plans in the main should protect the local 
community and environment. The area has many landscape features that have been included in previous answers. 
Further to those answers, it is worthy of note that the parkland within Chalfont Park (a lot of which still exists) was 
initially designed in the 18th century by Capability Brown. Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected 
local heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important locally?.Answer: It is difficult 
to answer what is not protected when I don’t actually know what is… Although South Bucks and Chiltern have a 
summary list of Heritage Assets, I have not found the individual items or places within the Evidence base of documents 
nor are they specifically listed within the Draft Heritage Strategy Report dated January 2016. .It is disappointing that 
this information was not incorporated within the ARUP report or as part of the Evidence Base. This comment is relevant 
(as previously stated) to TPO’s too. An summary of assets are listed as such;.Chiltern District contains:.• 12 Grade I 
listed buildings, 31 Grade II* listed buildings and 939 Grade II buildings (buildings of Grade I and II* are the most 
important grades of listed buildings7).•9 conservation areas.•6 registered historic parks and gardens.•19 scheduled 
monuments.•Numerous archaeological sites/remains.•14,228 hectares (72%) of land in the Chilterns Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty.• 1,953 hectares of Ancient Woodland (9.95% of the District’s area)8.• Many buildings, 
historic landscape features and gardens of local heritage value but.with no national designation. .South Bucks District 
contains:.• 20 Grade I listed buildings, 30 Grade II* listed buildings and 673 Grade II buildings (buildings of Grade I and 
II* are the most important grades of listed buildings9).• 21 conservation areas.• 12 registered historic parks and 
gardens.• 11 scheduled monuments.• Numerous archaeological sites/remains.• 390 hectares (3%) of land in the 
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.• 1190 hectares of Ancient Woodland (8.43% of the District’s area)10.• 
Many buildings, historic landscape features and gardens of local heritage value but.with no national designation. 
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. Answer: I would like the area known as Chalfont Park and the existing 
Green Belt adjacent and to the East of the A413 to have Local Green Space Designation. The area already incorporates 
Gerrards Cross Bridle Path 3 and the area generally is extremely popular with a varied array of outdoor pursuits. I intent 
to submit a full nomination for this area before during the overall consultation period and Local Plan application. 
Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures?.Answer: I am not qualified nor informed enough to 
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adequately answer this question. Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7. 
.Answer: At this stage I have not had time to review all of the policies in detail and as such, cannot answer this question 
to its full extent. However, I note that if these policies were already ‘live’, the current proposal in the Local Plan in 
relation to General Area 57b would not pass the Natural Environment Policies (NE) section due to the 
following;.Biodiversity: Paragraph 114 of the NPPF requires local planning authorities to set out a strategic approach in 
their Local Plans to plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and management of networks of 
biodiversity and green infrastructure. Paragraph 118 of the NPPF applies a tiered: avoid, mitigate, compensate 
approach to biodiversity with a view to achieving an overall net gain in biodiversity. This policy will meet this national 
requirement and provide a local interpretation where necessary. Green Infrastructure: This policy will encourage Green 
Infrastructure, promoting the biodiversity, recreation, place-making and rural economy benefits it provides. The policy 
will support schemes within the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy and Delivery Plan; and encouraging 
access through cycleways and footpaths along natural features. Flood Protection and SuDS: Section 10 of the NPPF 
places the responsibility of safeguard against flooding in new developments on councils including steering development 
away from areas of high risk or where development will increase flood risk by using the sequential flood risk test. To 
require Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) in defined areas and to encourage SUDs more generally. River Character 
and the Water Environment: The European Union Water Framework Directive sets the responsibility on all member 
states to achieve good quality of water bodies; this includes biological and physical quality. This policy will apply the 
objectives of the framework locally, ensuring that development does not harm the local rivers as well as other water 
bodies in the districts. Trees and Woodlands: Policy to address works to Trees and Woodlands generally, covered by 
Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs), trees within Conservation Areas, veteran trees and Ancient Woodland. . Question 16: 
Do you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and 
CIL?.Answer: The various evidence based reports indicate that the Local Plan proposal will not meet its existing 
obligation, accordingly, the Councils should pursue the Duty to Co-operate which I believe is already the subject of 
consideration. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the 
preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint 
Local Plan will need to address?.Answer: I would raise a key issue in respect of process. As previously stated; I live in or 
adjacent to an area that is being designated as ‘Employment Area of Search’. I have received NO correspondence from 
ANYONE in relation to this proposal. The proposal has an immediate and direct impact on me and the fact that I have 
received NO correspondence which by definition means there is NO consultation. My various friends and neighbours 
within the immediate vicinity have not received notification of the proposals nor correspondence from the council. 
Given the nature of the stakes in relation to removing parcels or Green Belt, I find your overall approach thus far in 
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relation to the consultation appalling. .I don’t understand how a Public Consultation is such when the public (where 
actions directly relate) are not consulted. .I do not accept that a low number of returns in relation to the consultation 
should be deemed a silent endorsement when in fact the entire process is flawed. The short time scale, complexity and 
sheer quantity of material on which to comment has made it almost impossible for anyone .The short time scale, 
complexity and sheer quantity of material on which to comment has made it almost impossible for me and my 
neighbours to consult widely and we fear that many people with genuine opinions and concerns may have been 
disenfranchised. .I believe you have an obligation to write to every household your supposedly represent detailing the 
Local Plan. One of the most important areas within the Gerrards Cross area is the River Misbourne and the associated 
meadows supporting Biodiversity and Geodiversity. .This land (currently under Green Belt protection) should have 
extra protection applied on it that binds South Bucks District Council and/or future owners to protect it for the good of 
the local community and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, 
commercial buildings or offices. This land is recognised as An Area of National Interest and key to our Green 
Infrastructure containing a rare chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain and is the subject of 
various TPO’s. 

Rep3579 Mr 
Hassell 

The CSP Area has already contributed planning for approx 600 dwellings and this is a very generous contribution. 
Removing green belt status for further extensive areas in CSP is an enormous step and one that puts us on a very 
slippery slope. Once lifted, it can of course, never be re-imposed and will give an optimistic uplift to developers and 
land investors. It has to stop somewhere and although I appreciate the argument for more land, to lift the embargo will 
in effect, place more use on what remains as follows : Of the areas in question at the time, apart from the greenbelt 
issue, I am particularly concerned with the area known as Mill Meadow. The current use of this area must mean that 
the facilities it currently provides will have to be provided elsewhere, including school playing fields (including football 
pitches used extensively at weekends) Physiotherapy practice, Council Offices, Football Stadium, Police Offices, 
allotments, Tennis Club etc. The fact is the only alternative is to use further greenbelt land currently grazed by sheep 
and cattle. It does not make sense and it is not a realistic alternative. Accepting the new site will have to be in the same 
area as the village the only alternative will be the grazing area adjoining the A413. If this was an alternative it must be 
noted that this is a flood plain area. My Wife [Name] is fully in agreement with the above. 

 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.  

Rep3580 
Montagu 
Evans LLP on 
behalf of Mr 

On behalf of our client, Roger Springall, we hereby submit a representation to Chiltern and South Bucks District Council 
in response to its consultation on the Issues and Options Draft Local Plan (January 2016). .Our client owns Oak End Mill, 
Amersham Road (hereafter referred to as ‘the site’) (see attached site plan). The.site is located to the east of 
Amersham Road (A413). The site is identified at page 49 of the emerging Local.Plan as being part of a wider area 
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Roger 
Springall 

allocated as an ‘Employment Area of Search’. Our client fully supports the proposed allocation. We consider the site is 
an ideal location for redevelopment because its contiguous relationship with the existing settlements of Gerard Cross 
and Chalfont St Peter and the site’s excellent access to the A413 and wider road network. We would welcome an 
opportunity to meet with the Council and discuss your aspirations for the redevelopment of the site. 

Rep3581 Mrs 
Alexia Kemp 
Bell Cornwell 
LLP on behalf 
of Ms 
Katherine 
Titley 
Development 
Manager 
Berkeley 
Strategic Land 
Limited 

1. Introduction 1.1 We represent our client, Berkeley Strategic Land Limited and make the following submissions to the 
Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation Incorporating Issues and Options public consultation. Our client promotes land for 
residential development to the east of Beaconsfield Road, Farnham Common. The land has already been submitted to 
the Council as a suitable site for allocation through the plan process and has been given the reference ‘SB0037’ within 
the Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA), January 2016. 1.2 In respect of the HELAA, we 
note that a separate consultation is also taking place, welcoming further comments on the contents of the report 
and/or suggestions of any additional sites that should be included. As requested, we have submitted our comments to 
Chiltern District Council whilst also forwarding a copy directly via email to South Bucks District Council, along with a 
copy of these representations. 2. Response to Issues and Options Questions Response to Question 1: Do you have any 
comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, on the draft 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan 
process? 2.1 We have some concern in respect of the definition of the functional housing market areas and the lack of 
certainty which appears to exist. Whilst we agree that it is widely accepted that defining housing market areas is an 
incredibly complex task and that it is ultimately about creating a 'best fit' solution, there remains some uncertainty of 
the potential 2 connectivity South Bucks has with East Berkshire. We therefore raise some concerns in this respect on 
the basis that it is clear that South Bucks must at least partly overlap a housing market area with East Berkshire. Whilst 
for Chiltern District the connectivity with this potential housing market area may be less, for South Bucks, and 
particularly the southern extent of the District, there must be undoubtedly close economic and housing market linkages 
with East Berkshire and Slough and Windsor and Maidenhead in particular. 2.2 The potential impact of the above is 
that housing need may not be properly apportioned to the Districts and we are concerned that the housing market 
area has been determined on the basis of county boundaries, which hold little significance in practice. 2.3 By separating 
Slough and South Bucks from forming a logical shared housing market area, any unmet needs from Slough or Windsor 
and Maidenhead would be likely to be sought to be addressed by other authorities within that housing market area 
first. It is clear that these areas are to the west, and therefore are unlikely to be where the majority of housing demand 
actually exists. With the main economic drive in this area being the proximity of London to the east, demand for 
housing is likely to respond to this. This relationship is recognised by the HEDNA and the conclusion noted at paragraph 
2.3 ©, which notes the strong market relationships between Chiltern / South Bucks and London and the need to 

 Independent  analysis of the 
housing market area functional 
linkages concludes that the 
“best fit” for Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Paln area is with the 
rest of Buckinghamshire. Best fit 
groupings do not change 
functional housing market 
relationships and they will 
continue to be considered 
through the plan making 
process. 
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consider the strongest market relationships outside of London. Due to the proximity of settlements such as Farnham 
Royal, Farnham Common, Burnham and Stoke Poges, which effectively fill the spatial gap between London Boroughs 
and East Berkshire authorities, this is a crucial area for the functions of the housing market area to be correctly 
established, and the treatment for overspill of unmet need addressed. 2.4 With the HEDNA having established the 
“strong market relationships” with London (paragraph 2.3 (c)) and it expectedly being concluded that it forms part of 
the “Berkshire housing and economic area” (paragraph 2.3a), it is critical that numbers arising from the 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA are used with caution. 2.5 The Berkshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment Final report 
(February 2016) somewhat contradicts the information provided within the Joint Local Plan Issues and Options 
consultation document (January 2016) at Paragraph 2.3 (f). The consultation document highlights that the Berkshire 
Authorities are undertaking their own studies “which may come to a different conclusion…for example they may 
conclude there are two housing market areas where an East Berkshire area may adjoin / partially overlap with South 
Bucks District”. Given that interim findings of the Berkshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment were made publically 
available in October 2015 and at that time already proposed an east and a west HMA (the former of which included 
South Bucks), it is questionable why the Issues and Options document merely floats this as an ‘example’ of what could 
happen. Additionally, the Berkshire SHMA Final Report confirms at paragraph 10.5 of its conclusions that South Bucks 
one way or another has always been included within the Berkshire HMA, whether as part of a whole area or an east / 
west approach, on the basis of strong evidence to support such definitions. Additionally, Appendix D of the Berkshire 
SHMA, outlines previous consultation on the SHMA and sets out the objections which South Bucks have raised during 
April and May 2015. 3 2.6 Paragraph 10.6 meanwhile notes the characteristic high house prices which exist in Eastern 
Berkshire and South Bucks HMA as a result of the strength of migration and community flows with London. The 
Berkshire SHMA Final Report sets out an objectively assessed housing need annual figure for South Bucks of 376 
dwellings per annum. Meanwhile, neighbouring Slough has the highest identified need of all Berkshire authorities with 
a need for 927 dwellings per annum and the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead with the third highest 
identified need of 712 dwellings per annum. It is unlikely that Slough will meet its housing need due to constraints and 
that Windsor and Maidenhead will meet its own need without substantial Green Belt releases. Given the market links 
with these authorities, any arising shortfall must be delivered in accordance with how the housing market functions. 
Therefore, some of the additional demand from East Berkshire must be sought to be delivered within South Bucks 
where it is required, as opposed to being past to western Berkshire. 2.7 We note that paragraph 2.4 of the consultation 
document, states that the proposed ‘best fit’ approach “does not change the functional relationship between part of 
South Bucks and the Berkshire market area (or with London)” and that “there will remain important Duty to Co-operate 
relationships with Slough, Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead, London Borough of Hillingdon and Mayor of 
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London”. Despite this we remain sceptical that once an authority considers that it has a full objectively assessed 
housing need figure identified, that the plan will progress solely on the basis of that figure without seeking to establish 
the crucial overlaps and functionality with areas which have fallen outside of its housing market area. 2.8 There is no 
doubt a housing market link exists between settlements. Additionally, there are also obvious links with the peripheral 
London authorities, which sit closely to the east (including London Borough of Hillingdon and even London Borough of 
Hounslow). If the HEDNA is to continue to operate separately to East Berkshire (and due to differing plan making 
arrangements, the London authorities), then the Duty to Cooperate must be carefully coordinated and it established 
accordingly whether potential unmet needs in these locations can be accommodated within South Bucks where the 
demand is likely to assist, rather than in the case of the Berkshire authorities, seeking to distribute any unmet needs 
elsewhere to the west. Additionally, ahead of any unmet need elsewhere being factored in, it must also be established 
whether the proposed South Bucks District need figure of 7,800 dwellings for the 2014-2036 plan period is reasonable. 
Taking a comparative view with the findings of the Berkshire SHMA, the South Bucks Issues and Options document 
identifies a need figure which is approximately 472 dwellings lower over the plan period as set out in the table below. 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA OAN for South Bucks (2014- 2036) Berkshire SHMA OAN for South Bucks (2013-2036) 
Difference for plan period (based on the Joint Local Plan period 2014-2036) 7,800 dwellings (255 dpa) 8,648 dwellings 
(376 dpa) 472 dwellings (21 dpa) 4 2.9 In summary, we support the HEDNA in so far as it reasonably seeks to establish a 
draft figure of housing and economic need for the Joint Local Plan and each authority. However, we have strong 
concerns that by South Bucks not becoming involved in an East Berkshire HMA that its responsibilities for contributing 
towards the needs of the adjacent Berkshire authorities and indeed the higher levels of its own needs by virtue of its 
relationship with this area, could become neglected. In short, we are unsure whether in practice is it possible and more 
so, sensible, to disconnect South Bucks from the Berkshire HMA. We therefore only support the process, so long as 
evidence of the Duty to Cooperate in terms of work with the East Berkshire authorities is improved as the process 
continues. The evidence base available online currently only sets out Duty to Cooperate documentation relating to 
correspondence with Buckinghamshire authorities and we would expect this to be duly supplemented shortly with the 
background discussions which are clearly taking place with the Berkshire authorities. Finally, we agree with the 
approach outlined at paragraph 2.7 that it is prudent for the other needs assessment work to follow this initial 
assessment of housing and B-class needs during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan process. Response to Question 
2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be 
deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? 2.10 As highlighted above, we have provided a 
separate response to the HELAA public consultation on behalf of our client which sets out our particular comments, 
concerns and suggestions for the on-going work. 2.11 As a general response to this question, whilst we do not have any 
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comments on the included sites and their deliverability at present, we consider that additional sites should have been 
afforded an officer based assessment within this version of the HELAA. This includes our client’s site (reference 
SB0037). It is clear that given the constraints of the Green Belt, it is likely that Green Belt releases will be required and 
appropriate during the plan period to meet housing needs. As a result, it would have been helpful to assess all the sites 
in the same manner for the purposes of the HELAA, whilst noting that the Green Belt assessment would ultimately 
determine which of these would be allocated. Disappointedly, the document provides little information in respect of 
the level of suitable sites within South Bucks, particularly as the Stage 2 assessments have only been carried out in 
respect of Chiltern District sites. Essentially, the document has been put out for consultation without being completed, 
which restricts the level of response which can be given on it. 2.12 Whilst there may be some sites (which it is difficult 
to tell as a result of the limited maps provided within the document) which sit within the Green Belt and separate from 
the urban edge, sites such as our clients’ which abut an urban edge and are located within a sustainable location, 
should in our view have been afforded the minimum approach of an officer’s view on its general suitability. If 
considered positively, this would not have given any confirmation that the site would be allocated in due course, as it is 
widely recognised that the SHLAA does not carry out this function. However, it would have been useful to have 
received some initial feedback from the Council on the potential suitability of the 5 site early in the process, so that 
landowners / developers could understand any potential concerns and consider how these could be overcome to assist 
the Council at a later stage. We also consider it critical to carry out this assessment work now, on the basis that the 
HELAA will be likely to be used as means of giving an initial assessment of housing capacity which in turn will inform 
plan making and Duty to Cooperate discussions. 2.13 On the basis that South Bucks have yet to undertake their Stage 2 
Site / Broad Location Assessment, which will need publishing separately in due course, it is considered that there is an 
opportunity for sustainably scaled Green Belt sites that are adjacent to the urban edge to be afforded some initial 
officer assessment now. Response to 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? 2.14 We do not have any specific site 
recommendations to make in relation to this question, but nevertheless support its innovative approach to making 
available sufficient land to meet local needs, including housing. We support the fact that open space, sports and leisure 
uses within urban areas would be compatible with the Green Belt and could therefore be re-provided in order to free 
up current sites for other uses. However, in the case of open space and indeed children’s play areas, it would be 
important to ensure that sufficient walking distances remain achievable. 2.15 It should also be noted that other uses 
surplus to requirement could include agricultural uses which remain adjacent to built up areas, but for which there is 
not a continued need by the existing owner. In any event, any re-provision would also be compatible with the Green 
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Belt and could therefore for a number of planning reasons be better carried out beyond the urban area. 2.16 Paragraph 
84 of the NPPF sets out that “when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities should 
take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development”. The advice goes onto state that “they 
should consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling development towards urban areas 
inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond 
the outer Green Belt boundary”. The advice, combined with bullet 1 of paragraph 85 of the NPPF, makes it clear that 
when altering Green Belt boundaries, sustainable locations must be considered first, those being found at the edge of 
urbanised towns and villages. We strongly consider that our client’s land to the east of Beaconsfield Road, is a good 
example of a sustainable edge of settlement location for short term Green Belt release. Response to 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. 2.17 We generally agree with the 
approach set out to the Joint Local Plan’s Vision and Objectives at paragraphs 4.1 to 4.3 of the Issues and Options 
consultation document and 6 consider it important to use previous consultation response data in forming a new vision. 
We however have concerns relating to paragraph 4.4 and the proposal to draw upon existing core strategy visions, 
which in the case of South Bucks was adopted in early 2011, and was therefore potentially drafted as early as 2009. 
This is now 7 years ago and most significantly was drafted pre-NPPF. 2.18 The nature of the existing Core Strategy 
vision is quite lengthy. Whilst it does not reflect up to date national planning policy as Paragraph 4.4 recognises and 
thus the need to ‘significantly boost’ housing, it also does not reflect the increased need that is now apparent for Green 
Belt release in order to meet housing needs. We would therefore not support the re-use of statements such as that 
made under the current South Bucks Core Strategy ‘Living Environment’ section, which states that “the Green Belt 
boundary will have been strongly protected, with most new development accommodated on previously developed 
land, within existing settlements”. We consider that a more current statement in respect of Green Belt would read as 
“the Green Belt boundary will have been re-defined as a result of exceptional circumstances to accommodate new 
development at sustainable locations and a new defensible boundary created to ensure its continued protection”. This 
process is specifically supported by Paragraph 83 of the NPPF which states that “once established, Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan”. It 
is clear that the NPPF provides this advice in reference to the inevitable need for Green Belt boundaries to be reviewed 
through Local Plan processes where identified development needs cannot otherwise be met. This view is confirmed by 
Paragraphs 84 and 85 of the NPPF, which seek to ensure that if Green Belt boundaries are to be altered, that 
sustainable patterns of development are subsequently provided and that the Local Plan strategy for “meeting identified 
requirements” is achieved. We strongly consider that the draft HEDNA figures confirm that ‘exceptional circumstances’ 
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for altering the existing Green Belt boundaries exist and that in accordance with Paragraph 83 of the NPPF this process 
must take place now through the preparation of the emerging Local Plan process. 2.19 Additionally, we consider that 
specific references to new development being focused within South Bucks at Beaconsfield, Gerrards Cross and 
Burnham should be avoided. Clearly, development needs are far greater than those which could be accommodated at 
these locations. Whilst the vision may seek to see these principal centres strengthened, the new Joint Local Plan will 
require far more than “some development” having “occurred in the smaller settlements across South Bucks”. We 
therefore trust that a more appropriate vision will be included, based on the increased housing needs, the inevitable 
reduction of available PDL sites and a dispersed approach to new development. 2.20 Finally, with regards to the 
proposals to create a shared vision for the Joint Local Plan, we do not consider that this is completely necessary and 
would, for the sake of ensuring relevance for each authority area, support separate visions being provided for each 
authority. This would allow South Bucks to ensure that its important relationships with East Berkshire and adjacent 
London authorities are recognised accordingly. 7 Response to 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? 2.21 Paragraph 4.7 outlines the need to review the existing 
settlement hierarchy. We support this approach, provided that any changes proposed are publicised ahead of a draft 
plan, to allow the public sufficient time to comment, particularly as this current consultation hasn’t specifically invited 
comments on the existing hierarchy as part of its questions. 2.22 In general, we support the existing hierarchy in so far 
as it correctly identifies Farnham Common as a Secondary Settlement within South Bucks district, recognising in 
isolation its sustainability credentials against other settlements. However, a review of the hierarchy needs to consider 
the functionality of the settlements in practice. This must consider the wider pool of facilities that a settlement draws 
upon, rather than those within a particular settlement in isolation. For example, if considering accessibility to 
employment opportunities, the proximity of Farnham Common to the north of the major employment hub of Slough 
(and indeed Maidenhead) must form part of this consideration. This in turn relates to the importance of ensuring the 
hierarchy also reflects the functionality of economic and housing markets. As previously stressed, it is clear that the 
southern part of South Bucks District provides an important function in terms of delivering housing for those employed 
within Slough, Maidenhead and London. 2.23 In light of the development pressures during the emerging plan period, 
our main concern relates to the usage of a settlement hierarchy and the amount of weight which would be attributed 
to the distribution of development to the principal settlements for example, compared to the amount distributed to 
secondary settlements. If a hierarchy is to be used, we therefore consider it important for settlements to not be looked 
at in isolation but also in response to the economic and housing market area information, which plays an important 
aspect in the existing functionality of settlements. We also expect any spatial strategy to reflect this approach. 2.24 We 
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have considered each of the proposed spatial strategy and hierarchy options set out at Paragraph 4.7 of the 
consultation document and comment on each below, clearly differentiating between those we support and those we 
do not support. Options Supported 2.25 Option E – We support this option but consider that the description should be 
expanded to include reference to Farnham Common, in addition to Farnham Royal as essentially the preliminary work 
search area extends between and alongside both settlements. This is critical, particularly if a settlement hierarchy 
approach will also be applied when developing a spatial strategy, as Farnham Common is currently recognised as a 
Secondary Settlement. 2.26 Additionally, we support the boundaries of the 'built area extension option' on page 43 of 
the consultation document. Our client’s land at Beaconsfield Road, Farnham Common (SHLAA reference ‘SB0037’) sits 
to the north of this built area extension option and 8 provides a highly logical extension to the existing urban edge. We 
consider that the site presents a strong opportunity for a sustainably sized, well contained site to be released through 
the Green Belt review process. Importantly, the site could be delivered in isolation or ahead of further development, 
making an important contribution to housing delivery early in the plan period. 2.27 Option G – We also support this 
option on the basis that we consider that opportunities exist for a detailed review of the inner Green Belt boundaries to 
take place and for these to be amended in order to allow for the release of sustainable scaled sites at settlements. Our 
client's land at Farnham Common is particularly suitable in this respect and would without doubt have previously been 
delivered and already made an important contribution to housing need (of c.100 dwellings), if it had not been subject 
to Green Belt policy. The site is well contained by Purton Lane to the east, which provides a defensible revised Green 
Belt boundary. This would ensure that further development eastwards could be restricted, unless it was considered 
acceptable for it to do so as part of the Green Belt review work, which may consider that a new urban edge defined by 
Parsonage Lane would be suitable. 2.28 The urban edge infill of our client’s land would echo the existing pattern of 
development which is focussed throughout Farnham Common on both sides of the road. At the point of the site, there 
is a clear anomaly in the absence of built development at this section of Beaconsfield Road. Our client’s expectations 
for the site would be to seek to protect the existing character of the area by setting the development behind the 
existing line of mature trees, whilst making an efficient use of this land which is essentially surrounded on three sides 
by existing development. The visual impacts of development would be very limited, with views into the site only being 
possible from Purton Lane, which could be reduced over time through additional planting along the eastern boundary. 
2.29 Option H: For the reasons set out above in respect of Option G, we also support this option which would review 
opportunities for allowing limited infilling within villages and generally built up frontages within the Green Belt. Our 
client’s land provides an excellent opportunity for such development which would make an important and worthwhile 
contribution towards the Joint Local Plan’s objectively assessed housing needs. On the basis of the sustainability 
credentials of our client’s land, this opportunity for a sustainably sized release adjacent to a major transport corridor 
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into Slough cannot be ignored. In our response to Question 6 below, we also set out how the release of the site from 
the Green Belt would not be detrimental to the five purposes of the Green Belt as set out in Paragraph 80 of the NPPF. 
2.30 Option I – Again there is insufficient detail provided in respect of this option. It is unclear which “larger villages” 
could be included within the option and no link to the existing settlement hierarchies has been provided to clarify 
which settlements may be relevant to this option. Whilst we assume that “other” could mean any other villages not 
specifically listed under any of the previous options, it is considered extremely onerous to expect the public to have to 
seek to work out which settlements could be included. Generally, we consider that this option along with Option F are 
particularly unclear. However, we consider that the option could include support for an extension to settlements such 
as 9 Farnham Common. In this respect, for reasons set out above, our client’s site would provide a logical extension to 
the settlement, given its relatively contained position within the existing settlement pattern. 2.31 Option K – We 
generally support the opportunities set out by the option for delivering the Joint Local Plan’s employment needs. 2.32 
Option L – We support this option on the basis that it is likely that a hybrid of some of the options would be required in 
order to deliver sufficient levels of development. We would not however support a strategy based on all of the options, 
for reasons set out below regarding the options that we do not support. Options Not Supported 2.33 Option A – This 
option would be unlikely to result in sufficient levels of development to meet needs. In turn, it would also set 
unnecessary precedents for future development which would lead to detrimental changes in the character and local 
distinctiveness of settlements within the District. Whilst we support the concept of making a more efficient use of land 
which remains undeveloped adjacent to existing settlement boundaries, we do not support the concept of increasing 
densities and heights of development within the Joint Local Plan area. 2.34 Option B – Again, we do not support this 
option on the basis that it is unlikely to result in sufficient levels of development. The negative impacts of this strategy 
would far outweigh any benefits of the option. These areas have historically been selected due to their special 
character and increasing development in these locations would undoubtedly prove harmful and set a precedent for this 
type of development. 2.35 Option C – We would not support this option in isolation, but may do so in the future if it 
formed part of a hybrid approach with opportunities at secondary settlements and most importantly those within the 
southern part of South Bucks District due to the importance of their links with East Berkshire. In isolation, it would be 
likely to fail to meet the full objectively assessed housing need for the Joint Local Plan area, and would certainly also fail 
to address shortfalls from housing market areas shared with East Berkshire which it is considered are likely to arise 
through the Duty to Cooperate. As highlighted above, the most logical strategy for development would be to firstly 
seek to distribute development around the District, prioritising opportunities of a sustainable scale which would result 
in little impact ahead of strategic scaled opportunities. 2.36 Option D – In principle we may support this option forming 
part of a hybrid approach. However, for reasons set out elsewhere within our representations we consider that the 
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option in isolation would fail to provide housing in the ‘right locations’ as required by the NPPF and would also be likely 
to prove detrimental to existing affordability issues within South Bucks. We therefore consider that development 
opportunities at main settlements and villages within South Bucks must be prioritised, before any extensions to 
settlements such as Slough can be considered and we would only in turn support these on the basis that they are of a 
sustainable scale. 10 2.37 Option F – There is insufficient clarity in respect of this option to fully consider its potential 
implications. It is unclear whether there are two elements to the option, i.e. remove larger settlements from the Green 
Belt generally and explore development potential at the settlements listed or whether it is a single option. Additionally, 
it appears that the list is not exhaustive and in which case it is unclear which other settlements could be considered 
under this option. In any event, we do not consider that the approach to completely removing settlements from the 
Green Belt is appropriate given the rural characters that many of the settlements present, the relatively open 
landscapes which surround them in much of the Joint Local Plan area and the proximity which tends to exist between 
settlements. Furthermore, we simply cannot understand the basis on which the settlements listed have been selected 
in order to fully understand the intended purpose of this option. In our view, in the main these are small settlements 
with extremely limited facilities and their locations would fail to recognise the importance of the housing demands 
which exist in the southern part of South Bucks. 2.38 Option J – Whilst we consider that sustainability and proximity to 
reach railway stations is important, the list of locations provided by this option should be expanded and should also 
include proximity to regular bus services. Our client’s land is located directly adjacent to a bus stop which provides a 
direct bus service into Slough Town Centre from which many facilities, employment opportunities and rail facilities can 
be reached. Additionally, it is located at a Secondary Settlement which itself provides a wide range of facilities. 2.39 In 
conclusion of our assessment of the potentially suitable options, it is clear that whilst an overall strategy is required for 
the plan, the likely high levels of development need results in a requirement to ensure that all available sites are 
assessed on their individual merits. In particular, opportunities in the south of South Bucks District must be maximised 
in order to provide housing in the right locations as required by the NPPF. There is significant evidence to demonstrate 
that this area has a strong degree of functionality with East Berkshire and also London to the east, and the Joint Local 
Plan must make specific provisions for this. Response to Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options 
generally or specific settlements / site options that could be part of these options? 2.40 We have highlighted above 
how our client’s land interest at Beaconsfield Road, Farnham Common would present an excellent opportunity for 
delivering housing under Options E, G, H or I or indeed a hybrid approach which is in fact the most likely approach. Our 
client’s land interest is located within a Secondary Settlement within South Bucks District with excellent links to Slough 
to the south, which can be accessed by bus services available directly adjacent to the site. Most importantly, Farnham 
Common is a popular location in which to live, presenting a different living environment to that found within Slough, 
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yet remaining well connected to this highly sustainable location. It is considered that solely proposing extensions to the 
north of Slough’s existing boundaries within South Bucks, would deliver additional housing but would fail to recognise 
the need for this to be provided in the right locations, which is historically settlements such as Farnham Common, 
Farnham Royal and Stoke Poges. Furthermore, if additional housing is not 11 proposed within these locations to meet 
this demand, this will inevitably have a detrimental impact on existing affordability issues, worsening these over the 
plan period. 2.41 In spatial terms, the site could form part of a wider area of Green Belt which could be suitable of 
being released for major development. The site falls within Area 76 identified by Part 1 of the Green Belt Assessment. 
This area has then informed the ‘built area extension option’ provided on page 43 of the Issues and Options document. 
Paragraph 4.14 of the Issues and Options document lists that further testing will take place in these locations through 
further analysis within Part 2 of the Green Belt Assessment. We also stress the individual merits which exist of our 
client’s site being developed in isolation of the wider opportunities being considered in this area. We trust that these 
representations along with those submitted separately to the HELAA consultation, will help to raise the profile of the 
site and ensure its specific assessment. Once assessed, we consider that the extremely limited purpose the site serves 
in Green Belt terms, combined with the contribution that it can make to achieving sustainable patterns of development 
at Farnham Common will demonstrate its suitability for removal from the Green Belt, irrespective of the outcome of 
the larger area. 2.42 We have obtained some technical guidance on the potential impact development at Beaconsfield 
Road, Farnham Common could have on the integrity of the nearby Burnham Beeches SSSI. This advice has been 
prepared by Aspect Ecology and a copy of it accompanies this letter so that the site can be assessed with the necessary 
technical information to inform that assessment. We trust that this information satisfies any potential area of concern 
regarding the suitability of the site for residential development. 2.43 We support the recognition which has already 
been afforded to the potential suitability of the general area of Green Belt to the west of Parsonage Lane at Farnham 
Common / Farnham Royal and consider the need for a greater focus to now be given to the individual sites that are 
available within this search area as part of the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment work. This work must now be carried out 
to confirm the development capacity of the two districts, with sufficient sites then proposed for release as a result of 
the ‘exceptional circumstances’ that the findings of the draft HEDNA provide. With Part 1 of the Green Belt Assessment 
work confirming that there are numerous parts of the Green Belt within the Joint Local Plan area which are suitable for 
release when assessed against the five purposes of the Green Belt as set out in the NPPF, these opportunities must now 
be assessed in a way that is consistent with the NPPF. That is, sites which would provide logical patterns of 
development, situated in sustainable locations. Having reviewed the composite map at Appendix 6, it is clear that such 
opportunities exist and Chiltern and South Bucks must now follow these through and remove land from the Green Belt 
and allocate it for development. Clearly without doing so, it would be likely that the future of the plan would be 
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jeopardised by virtue of the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment findings and the plan found unsound as a result of its 
evidence base. 2.44 With regards to the five purposes of the Green Belt we consider that the release of the area of land 
at Farnham Common / Farnham Royal would not prejudice any of the main purposes, including the future defensibility 
of the remaining Green Belt, as set out below. 12 In each case we also consider any individual merits of our client’s site 
adjacent to Beaconsfield Road, Farnham Common against each Green Belt purpose. 1) Unrestricted Sprawl – We do not 
consider that the release of the area at Farnham Common / Farnham Royal identified on page 43, would result in the 
unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. When viewing the existing spatial pattern of Farnham Common, it is clear to 
the north and central parts that development is fairly evenly distributed either side of the Beaconsfield Road corridor. 
To the east of Beaconsfield Road this pattern however reduces to a scattering of properties after Elm Close, before 
increasing again at the junction of Beaconsfield Road with Spring Lane. Beyond this point, development to the east of 
Beaconsfield Road is less dense than development to the west side of Beaconsfield Road, with the exception of the 
Kemsley Chase development off Farnham Park Road which incorporates a modest sized housing estate within the 
former grounds of Farnham Park House. Parsonage Lane, sets an obvious boundary for an extension in this location and 
would ensure that no further sprawl would occur. With regards to the individual circumstances of our client’s land, 
Purton Lane to the immediate east of the land would provide a strong boundary to prevent sprawl. Additionally, to 
address concerns generally of the movement of potential development eastwards, it is important to note the high 
levels of existing development which extend along both sides of the northern part of Parsonage Lane down (and slightly 
beyond) the junction with Purton Lane. To the south of the site, the general eastern line of built development 
continues to follow Purton Lane, with development consistently located on both sides of Farnham Park Lane until the 
point of Purton Lane and to the north the Purton Court housing site and numerous other properties which essentially 
cover the area to the south of the site. Legitimately it can be argued that the site is fairly enclosed by existing 
development and that the boundary provided by Purton Lane would ensure that the development of the site would not 
result in unrestricted sprawl. 2) Merging of Towns – We do not consider that the ‘built area extension option’ at 
Farnham Common / Farnham Royal would result in the potential merging of towns into one another. It is clear from the 
Green Belt Assessment work which the Councils have already undertaken, that a reduction in General Area 76, to that 
which is now being considered, has reduced any potential issues relating to the potential merging of Farnham Common 
/ Farnham Royal with Stoke Poges. By comparison, we do not consider that the separation of Farnham Common and 
Farnham Royal is as important on the basis that these settlements already effectively bound one another along the 
Beaconsfield Road corridor. That said, it would be easy for separate extensions to be achieved at each of these 
settlements. In respect of the individual merits of our client’s land against this purpose, it is considered that there is no 
risk in respect of the potential merging of towns. The location of the site directly adjacent to Beaconsfield Road, 
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ensures close connectivity with the existing built form of Farnham Common. As outlined above under our assessment 
of unrestricted sprawl, the site is well contained within the existing parameters of built development. Furthermore, as 
the site is relatively far north within the overall extension search area, 13 there is a significant separation from the 
most western part of Stoke Poges at West End Lane. 3) Safeguarding the Countryside from Encroachment – Part 1 of 
the Green Belt Assessment, set criteria against this test in relation to the ‘openness’ of the countryside. It is not 
considered that the ‘built area extension option’ falls within an area of open countryside. This is partly the result of the 
large area of woodland which extends along the eastern boundary of much of Farnham Common. Whilst the density of 
this woodland reduces to the south, it does not completely stop, and this remaining interspersed woodland area, 
significantly reduces the feeling of openness of the countryside to the south of Farnham Common. In respect of the 
individual merits of our client’s land against this purpose, the site is very well contained. Within the context of 
Beaconsfield Road, the extensive line of mature tree cover along the western boundary of the site ensures that the site 
does not form part of perceived area of open countryside as it is simply impossible to gain a feeling of what lies beyond 
the tree line. Within Purton Lane, the site continues to feel enclosed as a result of the separation from other fields 
provided by virtue of the lane, the tree and hedgerow cover in this location and the change in levels, with the higher 
land to the east which within the context of Purton Lane, it is difficult to gain a perception of. For these reasons, we do 
not consider that the development of the site would impact on the openness of the countryside. 4) Setting and Special 
Character of Historic Towns – As set out in Part 1 of the Green Belt Assessment, this area of search does not abut an 
identified historic settlement core. Therefore, it is clear that development within this extension option would not 
impact on this Green Belt purpose. The same conclusion is also made in respect of the individual merits of our client’s 
land. 5) Assist in urban regeneration – The land is not considered to consist of ‘urban’ land and therefore assessment 
against this Green Belt purpose is not necessary for the wider area or indeed our client’s site individually. That said, the 
context of this Green Belt purpose will clearly vary in the context of individual authorities. In the case of South Bucks 
District, there can be no reliance on land that is ‘urban’ as a spatial strategy formed on that basis would be clearly 
unviable. It is clear that the identified housing needs will not be solely met through urban regeneration and as a result 
it will be necessary to release Green Belt through the Local Plan process to accommodate those needs. This must be 
achieved in accordance with paragraphs 83-85 of the NPPF. Given the strength of the market and housing demands 
within South Bucks and also within Chiltern District, it is not considered that Green Belt releases which accord with the 
assessment of the other four Green Belt purposes above but which do not additionally contribute to this purpose 
would prejudice the delivery of Previously Developed Land sites. 2.45 Our assessment of the ‘built area extension 
option’ at Farnham Common / Farnham Royal above, supports the Joint Local Plan team’s own views of the suitability 
of this area for development. In this context, we consider that our client’s land interest directly adjacent to 
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Beaconsfield Road at Farnham Common is a critical component of that large scale 14 development area on the basis 
that it provides an important link to the existing urban edge. However, its location between Beaconsfield Road and 
Purton Lane essentially means that the site would also provide for a smaller / sustainable scale opportunity, which 
could come forward ahead of any further development which may be supported between Purton Lane and Parsonage 
Lane. 2.46 As outlined above, our client’s initial expectations are that the land could reasonably deliver housing in the 
region of 100 dwellings. Whilst we support the overall ‘built area extension option’ we consider that as the Joint Local 
Plan process evolves, consideration should be given to our client’s site and its ability to deliver early in the plan period 
or indeed in isolation on the basis of its highly logical position in the context of the existing settlement. Paragraph 84 of 
the NPPF states that “when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities should take 
account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development”. Additionally, Paragraph 85 states that “when 
defining boundaries, local planning authorities should ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting 
identified requirements for sustainable development”. It is considered that the high need for housing provides the 
“exceptional circumstances” under which the release of sites within the Green Belt can be appropriate and that the 
process of revising the Green Belt boundaries must be done in accordance with paragraphs 83 to 85 of the NPPF, that 
being to identify sufficient locations for sustainable development which will ensure that the identified housing needs of 
the Local Plan are met. Response to Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in 
Chiltern / South Bucks? 2.47 It is concerning that at this initial stage, the Councils are already suggesting that they 
cannot potentially meet as many as 7,500 dwellings of the total Joint Local Plan need of 15,100 (almost the equivalent 
of 50%) and are seeking to explore the scope for this provision being provided within Aylesbury Vale. It appears at least 
in respect of Chiltern District, that apparent decisions regarding unmet need have been made some time ago, as 
demonstrated by the evidence document titled 'Duty to Co-operate Request from Aylesbury Vale District Council to 
identify Chiltern District's Unplanned Housing Need to 2031 Initial Assessment (dated September 2014). We note that 
by means of context and background, paragraph 1.2 of that document states that 'there have been longstanding 
accepted planning principles where development need that cannot be met within Chiltern District, due to its 
constraints and planning policy, are planned for within Aylesbury Vale'. Paragraph (c) of Para. 1.2 seeks to justify that 
this approach can also be supported by the NPPF on the basis that it supports the delivery of growth in the most 
sustainable locations within a sub-regional context. This however seems to be contradictory to paragraph 47 of the 
NPPF, which in seeking to ensure that the supply of housing is boosted significantly, states that local planning 
authorities should: "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, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in this 
Framework". Taking this paragraph into account, the NPPF would suggest that full objectively assessed housing needs 
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should be met within the housing market area in full as a matter of priority. 15 2.48 Paragraph 021 (Reference ID: 9-
021-20140410) of the NPPG (Duty to Cooperate) confirm the above approach. It states that "the National Planning 
Policy Framework makes clear that local planning authorities should meet their own housing need and meets the needs 
of other authorities in the same housing market area as far as is consistent with the policies set out in the Framework". 
Therefore, whilst there may be a pre-NPPF history of Aylesbury Vale picking up the unmet needs of Chiltern District, the 
NPPF should alter this assumption. The advice is clear that local planning authorities must do all they can to meet their 
own needs first and beyond this the needs of others in the same housing market area as far as is consistent. On the 
basis that Chiltern and South Bucks are seeking to bring forward a Joint Local Plan, logic would suggest that it is firstly 
important to understand the maximum levels of housing they can each deliver, followed by whether they have any 
additional potential to meet any unmet need. It is considered that in delivering a Joint Local Plan, if Chiltern can 
demonstrate that it is unable to meet all its housing need, then there should be an expectation for South Bucks District 
to first look to whether it can deliver any, ahead of the issue becoming one for the Duty to Cooperate. We note that the 
Forward of the current consultation document, states that the "Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan will review both 
councils current planning policies and seek to meet their collective development needs" and we would support this 
approach. 2.49 We consider that the Councils need to be careful that if seeking to offload development needs 
elsewhere in the HMA, that any suitable and deliverable opportunities are not ignored within each of the authorities 
which may be recognised by the Inspector at a later stage and in turn jeopardise the success of the plan. Unmet need 
cannot be surely quantified at this stage. No strategy has been selected and only an initial appraisal of some of the 
district's sites have been appraised, whilst others within the Green Belt have not yet been. In addition, the Green Belt 
Assessment has only reached an initial stage of the process, meaning that there cannot as yet be any indication on the 
potential development capacity of the two authorities. Response to Question 8: Do you have any comments or 
suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? 2.50 We consider that affordable housing 
needs can be best met as a proportion of development, taking into account viability issues at individual sites where 
appropriate. Response to Question 9: Do you have any comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, 
Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? 2.51 No. Response to Question 10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan can 
best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in terms of general and affordable needs? 2.52 It is now being 
recognised in planning for older peoples housing, that their needs may often be met through the provision of: 16 • 
smaller properties which allow for downsizing and thus movement to be created within the larger family home market; 
• open market housing which is capable of adaptation; • housing in sustainable locations which provide the necessary 
facilities i.e. doctor’s surgery and some day to day shopping facilities, in addition to opportunities for integration in 
community life. 2.53 Whilst the provision of specialist older people’s accommodation (i.e. care homes) may be 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

473 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

necessary, we equally consider that some of the HEDNA requirements can be met as part of general housing schemes 
through the provision of flexible accommodation. By means of example, our client’s site to the east of Beaconsfield 
Road would be likely to incorporate a varied mix of accommodation ranging from smaller flats to larger detached 
houses. There is therefore reasonable scope within that flats and indeed the smaller houses (which could be suitably 
adapted), would be capable of occupation by the older population wishing to downsize, whilst securing housing that 
will meet their longer term housing needs. The site is well served by existing footpaths and the site is a short walking 
distance from the centre of Farnham Common where a range of facilities and services can be reached. Closer to the site 
is the Southmead Surgery and additionally bus stops are located directly adjacent to the site. 2.54 Additionally, the 
scheme would be likely to provide in the region of 40 affordable dwellings, which would again include a provision of 
flatted accommodation. This type of accommodation and certainly those on the ground floor, would obviously provide 
good levels of accessibility, corresponding well with the needs of older people. It is therefore clear that general housing 
schemes could make an important contribution towards older people’s housing need (both market and affordable) 
identified within the draft HEDNA. Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy - for example view on our 
local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community? 2.55 At this 
stage, we do not have any views on local heritage assets beyond the concerns we raised in respect of some of the 
spatial strategy options which would have been likely to result in considerable impacts in heritage terms. Response to 
Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is 
the heritage asset important locally? 2.56 No. Response to 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. 2.57 We 
do not wish to nominate any areas of the Joint Local Plan area for local green space designations. 17 Response to 
Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? 2.58 No. Response to Question 15: Do you have a view 
on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7? 2.59 We have reviewed the list and broad description of policies 
proposed in Appendix 7 and consider that their scope is likely to be sufficient for the Joint Local Plan. Response to 
Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or 
issues and CIL? 2.60 At this stage we do not have any comments on these issues, but it is likely as the plan evolves and 
starts to direct development to particular areas that we will have comments to make in respect of these issues. 
Response to Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the 
preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint 
Local Plan will need to address? 2.61 No. 3. Summary 3.1 We trust that our responses above are helpful and that our 
client’s land to the east of Beaconsfield Road at Farnham Common will continue to be supported within the emerging 
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plan process. 

Rep3582 Mr 
Neil Brown 
Rep3842 Mrs 
Joan Wilson 
Rep4366 Mr 
Chris Brown  

General Comments This consultation has not been widely circulated to all residents in South Bucks. Residents have not 
been contacted directly by South Bucks District Council. They are only aware of this by the voluntary efforts of the 
Town and Parish Councils. Residents without internet access have no means of accessing the Evidence Base. At the 
public meetings, it was stated that residents under that age of 18 could not respond. This was incorrect and has 
deterred younger residents from responding. The poor advertising and incorrect information has reduced the number 
of reponses from residents, which undermines the validity of the consultation. The Local Plan and Evidence Base is 
incredibly complex, to the point that it is impossible for many residents to comprehend in the time frame available. The 
Local Plan is ill conceived and does not address the needs of local communities. It is a formula for expansion of housing 
that is unsustainable, lacking any attempt at providing the infrastructure that is already inadequate in the areas of 
transportation, education facilities and heath facilities. Its underlying assumptions that everybody has to live in the 
same location as they work and that increasing the number of houses will reduce house prices are incorrect and naive. 
The Local Plan has been made under duress from central government, with the threat that, if it is not "robust" it will be 
overriden by central government or will have to accept unmet needs of neighbouring authorities. As such, it bears no 
relation to reality. As the elected Principal Authority, South Bucks District Council should support its electorate and 
resist this threat from central government. The Local Plan is riddled with innaccuracies and omissions. For instance, on 
page 5, it states that the expansion of railways in Chiltern led to the spread of housing. However, no mention of the 
Chiltern line in South Bucks is made. It also states that the largest settlements in South Bucks are Beaconsfield and 
Gerrards Cross. No mention of Burnham, which has a higher population than Gerrards Cross. This omission may well be 
why no housing development in Burnham is included. Sections 2.3 and 4.1 of the Draft Heritage Strategy Documents 
duplicates these innacuracies. Having spent public money on ARUP to undertake the Green Belt analysis, it is suprising 
that the Local Plan then recommends a number of areas that are against the ARUP recommendations. Question 1. The 
numbers of houses required in the HEDNA document are highly speculative and over exaggerated. It is a thinly 
disguised attempt by cental governement to sell off areas of the London Metropolitan Green belt in at attempt to 
create jobs for the construction industry. The UK population is static in itself and is only increasing by virtue of 
uncontrolled immigration due to the attraction of our welfare state. The 20% increase over the consultants numbers 
HEDNA on page 11 gives a figure of 20% up lift in households which has been applied across CDC, SBDC and WDC 
collectively. WDC has a higher population than CDC and SBDC combined and has totally different employment and 
housing needs. These numbers should be calculated separately. Question 5. The Spatial Strategy Option A, making 
more efficent use of existing land and converting unused employment land to residential, was the one selected by 56 
percent of residents. This is exactly what is happening in Gerrards Cross, which has an annual increase of housing of 4 
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percent and there is no need to release areas of Green Belt for development. Question 6. Given the fact that the areas 
included for housing in Gerrards Cross go against the ARUP recommendations, it is surprising that no housing areas are 
included in the Local Plan for either Burnham or Denham. Parcel 47b (A40/Bull Lane) These comments concern the area 
bounded by the A40 (Oxford Road), Bull Lane, the Railway line, and the footpath from the A40 to the footbridge over 
the railway. This is predominantly agricultural land that includes Raylands Farm (area SB001 also referred to as 
CD0033), but also includes the properties on the south side of Bull Lane and the north side of Oxford Road. There is no 
trace of this area in either the ARUP report or the HELAA Call for Sites list. It has no name or reference number. In fact 
there is no trace of this area, other than its inclusion in the Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter map in the Local Plan 
document. I question the reason why this has been included at all. 1. ARUP recommendation results This is part of 
Parcel 47b, which was rejected for release from Green Belt in the ARUP recommendation. This recommendation was 
made after a detailed evaluation of the area against the Green Belt Purposes and should be refused for this reason. (GB 
scores for 1-4 were 3, 3, 4 and 1.) The comments in the ARUP report for Parcel 47b largely address the area to the west 
of Beaconsfield Golf Course, rather than the whole of Parcel 47b. Because access to the area to the west of the Golf 
Course will be improved by the introduction of the A355 Relief road and being adjacent to the to-be-developed Wilton 
Park, this has weakened the Green Belt scores for the whole land parcel, which are therefore too low. The ARUP report 
ignores the proximity of the Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter Communities, which is surprising, given that this area 
includes areas in both communities. Raylands Farm was also rejected at the HELAA Stage 1 by both South Bucks 
(SB001) and Chiltern District Council (CD0033). 2. Green Belt Scores The ARUP scores Green Belt purposes for the whole 
land parcel are 3, 3, 4 and 1. These have been reduced by the inclusion of the western end of the parcel, bordering 
Beaconsfield with the new A355 relief road and Wilton Park development. For the reasons set out below, this score 
should be increased to 4, 4, 5 and 4. This is far higher that the whole of parcel 47b, and should therefore should not be 
released from Green Belt. a. GB 1: Check Unrestricted Sprawl For Purpose 1, The ARUP only considers Parcel 47b as a 
whole for this purpose, which means that it is bounded by major roads and the railway. However, the area now being 
considered is unrestricted at the western boundary and has the potential to ultimately spill over into Siblets Wood and 
Mumfords Farm. For this reason, the ARUP score should be increased from 3 to 4. b. GB2: Prevent Merging The ARUP 
report only considers the proximity to Beaconsfield and ignores the fact that this will join Gerrards Cross to Chalfont St 
Peter. This Green Belt area is in both Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter. Development of this land will therefore 
further join these 2 communities by Bull Lane bridge and the footbridge at Siblets Wood. Its score should be increased 
to from 3 to 5. c. GB3: Safeguarding the Countryside Footpath 8, which leads from the Oxford Road to Bull Lane at the 
junction with Layters Way and joins to footpaths 15 from Hedgerley Lane and footpath 14 to Moat Farm is used on a 
daily basis by Gerrards Cross residents from south of the A40 to safely access the town centre via Layters Way. It is also 
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used extensively by walkers and hikers as a link from Chalfont St Peter to Hedgerley. Footpath 8 offers excellent views 
across open farmland and walkers will suffer loss of amenity. The footpath from the A40 beside Siblets Wood to the 
new footbridge connects Chalfont St Peter to Bulstrode Park and Hedgerley. It is regularly used by walkers with 
unrestricted spectacular views across open farmland, who will suffer loss of amenity. Bull Lane to the north of the area 
connects Gerrards Cross to Chalfont St Peter. It is a narrow winding road with no footway and is used for access to 
Gayhurst and Maltmans Green schools. As such, it is already heavily congested, with daily traffic jams at the junction 
with Bulstrode Way that will be exacerbated by any additional traffic from further development. The residents on the 
south side of Bull Lane will lose their views that they enjoy across open fields and trees. The properties on the north 
side of the A40 will also lose their views across the farmland. The area is largely productive arable land used on an 
ongoing basis for cattle grazing and growing cereal crops. For Purpose 3, this is arable farm land that is fully utilised, 
affords visual and exercise amenity to the surrounding residents and walkers and its score should be increased from 4 
to 5. d. GB4: Preserve setting & special character of historic towns For Purpose 4, the ARUP report does not include the 
fact that this area is adjacent to the Gerrards Cross Centenary Conservation Area in Bulstrode Way and Layters Way. 
This score should be increased to 4. 3. Employment This is productive agricultural land used by a local farmer and, as 
such, is a source of employment that will be lost if it is released for housing development. This loss of employment will 
drive out the very workers that this plan seeks to accommodate in South Bucks. 4. Flooding The A40 by Bulstrode Park 
has always been susceptible to severe flooding. Recently, a soak pit has been dug to temporarily relieve this during 
heavy rain. However, the land proposed for Green Belt release on the north side of the A40 is on a flood plain and not 
suitable for development. (The existing houses in the area on the north side of the Oxford Road have been built on the 
only existing higher ground for this reason). 5. Pollution The A40 is a heavily used route for both cars and commercial 
lorries. It is the route used from traffic travelling to and from the M40 to access Gerrards Cross, Chalfont St Peter, 
Tatling End and Denham. It is also the main connecting route between Gerrards Cross, Beaconsfield and High 
Wycombe. In addition, it is the relief road for the M40. This means there is heavy traffic tailing back from Gerrards 
Cross to the Pyebush roundabout whenever there is an accident or roadworks on either the M40 or the M25 junction 
16. This happens at least once a month, causing heavy pollution along the A40. This has a high concentration of exhaust 
gases, including nitrous oxide, making it unsuitable for housing, particularly for young children. 6. Access The narrow 
winding nature of Bull Lane with private houses on either side and heavy congestion means that this could not be used 
to access additional housing. This means that access to the area will be from the A40 and would require a major road 
restructuring. The A40 into Gerrards Cross is already heavily congested in the mornings, often tailing back to Wapseys 
Wood. The A40 is also the relief road to the M40 motorway. Any incident on either the M40 or the M25 junction 16 
means that the A40 is blocked on regular (typically at least once per month) basis all the way from Gerrards Cross to 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

477 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

the Pyebush roundabout. Any further traffic or road junctions into additional housing can only further exacerbate this. 
The part of this area that is in Chalfont St Peter would not have good access to the centre of Chalfont St Peter and 
would require an additional road bridge over the railway. 7. Ecology: This area is a wildlife habitat occupied by muntjak 
deer, badgers, foxes, hedgehogs and rabbits that can be seen on a daily basis. There is also an extensive population of 
bats that can be seen in summer evenings above the fields. Any development of this area will require a bat survey. 
Much of the wooded areas, copses and hedges surrounding the fields is used by nesting birds. These include Tawny 
Owl, Blackbird, Song Thrush, Mistle Thrush, Jay, Redwing, Cuckoo, Swallow, Blue Tit, Long Tailed Tit, Common Redstart, 
Goldcrest, Wren, Robin, Green Woodpecker, Great Spotted Woodpecker, Kestrel, Red Legged Partridge and Heron. 
Parcel 41b (Mill Meadow) This is part of Parcel 41b, which was rejected for release from Green Belt in the ARUP 
recommendation. This recommendation was made after a detailed evaluation of the area against the Green Belt 
Purposes and should be refused for this reason. (GB scores for 1-4 were 3+, 5, 3 and 0.) These scores are for the whole 
of 41b and would be increased for the part that is Mill Meadow. GB1 would allow unrestricted expansion to the north 
and should be increased, GB2 would be the same, GB3 would be the same, GB4 would be increased by 1 due to the 
proximity of the centre of Chalfont St Peter, which is a historical village that is included in the Domesday Book. GB 
scores would be 4, 5, 3, 1, making this area unsuitable for release from Green Belt. Mill Meadow is on a flood plain, 
with a serious risk of flooding and therefore not suitable for housing development. The area includes Chalfont St Peter 
Community Association, Chalfont St Peter Football Club, a recreation park, football and cricket pitches, tennis courts, a 
scout headquaters, allotments and Parish Council offices. These areas are easily accessible from Chalfont St Peter by 
footpaths. All of these facilities are heavily used by residents, who would suffer loss of amenity if this area was built on 
or moved. 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 effecive curriculum if Mill 
Meadow is designated for development. This area is also a much used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee 
Gardens and the Lady Gibb Millenium Wood and the ability to walk alongside the Misbourne from the Village Centre, 
across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St Giles with spetacular views of open farm land. These amenities are 
simply irreplaceable due to the length of time for them to develop and their position. The public allotments at Loves 
Delight are well used by local residents with an active allotment association and provide a social facility for allotment 
holders. The field and hedges and river provide a wildlife habitat for birds, including robin, wren, sparrow and 
blackbird. Wildlife include rabbits, hedgehogs, fox, badger, muntjak deer, bats and great crested newts. Buiding on this 
land will destroy this habitat. Question 7. The needs for employment and housing in South Bucks are exaggerated and 
are nowhere near the levels in the HEDNA document. Employment and housing in South Bucks are currently sufficient 
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to meet existing and future needs and will be increased only by introducing new residents and businesses. This is purely 
speculative and has nothing to do with need. Question 8. Jobs in Gerrards Cross are largely filled by people living 
outside Gerrards Cross. With its excellent transport facilies, this is entirely acceptable and there is no unmet affordable 
housing need. Question 10. Colston Court in Gerrards Cross is being closed due to lack of demand for elderly 
accomodation. This illustrates that there is no additional demand for elderly accomodation in Gerrards Cross. Question 
16. There is already a lack of infrastucture in Gerrards Cross. Its only state primary school is full to capacity and is 
refusing entry to residents in Gerrards Cross. It has no state secondary school and depends upon the Chalfonts 
Communty College, which is also full to capacity and unable satisfy the additional demands of the Local Plan. There are 
no Doctors surgeries in Gerrards Cross, which is dependent on those in Chalfont St Peter that are full to capacity. The 
road network is inadequate and badly maintained. The sewers are at capacity and frequently overflow with heavy 
rainfall in Packhorse Road. Internet access is slow and unreliable. Parking is at capacity and does not cater for the needs 
of shoppers and business users in the centre of Gerrards Cross. No contribution to infrastucture is made by new 
developments. Question 17. South Bucks and Chiltern Districts are within the Metropolitan Green Belt. Its purpose is to 
prevent urban sprawl from London. The ARUP report only addresses the urban sprawl from local communities in 
Chiltern and South Bucks Districts. By putting forward areas of Green Belt, the Local Plan is undermining the protection 
that the Metropolitan Green Belt gives to London. The high property prices in Gerrards Cross are determined largely by 
its fast access to central London. This and its large properties has attracted affluent commuters who are largely self-
sufficient and do not require the infrastructure of an integrated community. Expanding Gerrards Cross to provide 
additional areas of employment will require this existing infrastructure shortfall to be addressed. Gerrards Cross is 
already overwhelmed with an ongoing 4% annual increase in population by development from property speculators 
with no provision for investment in supporting infrastructure, such as schools, medical facilities, utilities, parking, roads 
and pavements that are sadly lacking. Releasing these areas from Green Belt will be an open door to land owners and 
property developers to build homes that will be beyond affordability for most people and will do nothing to attract 
workers into South Bucks to support new employment. If this Green Belt is released, speculative developers will 
descend like vultures upon these areas immediately, as evidenced by the surveyors already measuring up the fields 
between Bull Lane and the A40 as we speak. It would be far better to attract new housing development into areas that 
do not compete with the price premium of Gerrards Cross. As evidenced in central London, building additional housing 
will do nothing to reduce house prices to the level required to attract a workforce. With the existing planning rules, any 
new development will require only a minimal increase, if any at all, in affordable housing, which developers will do 
everything in their power to bypass. There is nothing in the Local Plan to address this. There is no evidence that the 
Local Plan addresses the shortfall in housing for workers in Gerrards Cross, nor how an immediate land grab by 
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property developers will be prevented or controlled. 

Rep3583 Mr 
Simon 
Hargreaves 
Environmental 
Surveyor 
Halletec 
Environmental 
Ltd 

Question 2: The February 2016 HELAA document identifies site SB0038 having been rejected for allocation on the 
grounds that it is “Green Belt not previously developed land”. However the current consultation document, Local Plan 
Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Issues and Options document identifies on page 33 the majority of the site as in fact 
under consideration as one of three areas identified as “Built Area Extension Option”. Accordingly we propose that the 
whole of site SB0038 as shown on the attached drawing should be included for removal from the green belt. The 
context of this site is that it is effectively surrounded by a variety of other forms of built development to such an extent 
that its retention as what would in effect be an island parcel of green belt land is anomalous. For example: a) Its 
southern boundary of over 600 metres comprises the A40 dual carriageway. b) To the south of the A40 are existing C3, 
B1, B8 uses plus a civic amenity site and an active landfill site. c) To the east is an existing sewage treatment works. d) 
To the west is the Pyebush roundabout and the new access under construction into Wilton Park that will in due course 
become part of the A355 Beaconsfield link road. e) To the north is Wilton Park, the former MOD training school for 
which a recently adopted Development Brief identifies the site for redevelopment with housing. Furthermore, at 11 
hectares the removal of the entire SB0038 site from the green belt represents an infinitesimal reduction of less than 
one thousandth of the existing green belt area within South Buckinghamshire District. Question 5: We recommend that 
option L (mix of the above) is utilised with highest priority to options A and C then Option B and so on to lowest being 
Option J. Option K relates specifically to employment land and should accordingly be considered as a separate stream 
alongside the Housing options. We consider it would be more sustainable to focus development by expanding key 
existing population centres where there is already good infrastructure in place and good road and rail links such as is 
available at Beaconsfield and Amersham. Question 6: While we have no specific objections to this question we feel that 
consideration should be taken as to certain key environmental and sustainability criteria alongside the spatial strategy 
and hierarchy options. For instance a site being considered for residential or industrial use as a built area extension 
should be assessed for existing transport links and the land’s potential for other land uses e.g. amenity or agriculture in 
parallel. Question 17: We note that the area covered by 47a in the Green Belt Assessment Part 1 mapping is different 
to the corresponding area being considered as a built area extension option in the Beaconsfield area plan on page 33 of 
the current Initial Consultation document. We would recommend that the plan on page 33 is amended to show the 
area designated 47a in the former. Our reasons for this include inter alia: a) The Buckinghamshire Green Belt Review - 
Assessment Pro-Formas state that the ‘whole parcel’ of 47a is taken forward for further consideration. This would then 
include the entirety of site SB0038. b) Site SB0038 is of poor agricultural quality, suitable in part only for rough grazing. 
c) SB0038 has been advanced for consideration in the short term for mineral extraction and subsequent restoration 
and the latter could be adapted to meet the future needs of a housing extension to the proposed Wilton Park scheme. 
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d) SB0038 has a history of problems relating to illegal traveller use. A change of land use would deter repetition of 
these problems. 

Rep3584 Mrs 
Penny Clinch 

I am concered about the use of Green Belt for housing for a number of reasons. By building more houses - new schools 
will need to be built, a Doctors Surgery and the increase of traffic will be out of control as it is already heavy. I do 
believe there are brownfield areas which would be better used and also I believe there are many empty houses and 
apartments all over this country which are empty and need to be updated and used for housing. 

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

Rep3585 Mr 
Mandeep 
Sunder 

Answers to questions contained within the Consultation Document: Q2) Do you have any comments on the draft 
HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional 
sites should be added? Can only comment on my local area of Iver Heath, Iver and Richings Park. The proposed green 
belt release may not be enough but I think it’s a start. Looking at the map then the areas proposed could easily be 
extended by including adjacent parcels of land. I would suggest this be provisionally included too. Q5) 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? Option A should pay attention to 
whether or not narrow roads could handle the extra traffic. Please include Iver Heath under option J as this is close to 
Langley station. Q6) Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that 
could be part of these options? I would argue that Wood Lane is a prime site for green belt release. Reasons being the 
impending Elizabeth Line and the close proximately to Langley station (under 4 minutes). Traffic is fast flowing with 
minimal build up during peak times. It also has the advantage of being on the “right” side of the Crooked Billet 
roundabout in that there would be less of an impact on traffic crossing this very busy junction. Q8) Do you have any 
comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? ALL new developments must 
include affordable housing which should try and total the identified need of the area. Along with affordable rental 
homes there is a strong need for intermediate/starter homes. This was raised at the Iver Parish Hall public meeting on 
the new local plan as being a major concern by many local residents wanting to step onto the housing ladder for the 
first time. Q14) Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? Iver Heath, Iver and Richings Park need a local 
supermarket. This will help ease congestion and reduce pollution with lower drive times for local residents. The parking 
situation in Iver High Street needs addressing, there should be an open space integrating into shop facades where 
people can shop without worrying about parking tickets! Other areas of land could incorporate a park and ride scheme. 
Some of the additional green belt release should be used for parks within walking distance from residential areas. A 
further two petrol stations are required as only one currently serves Iver/ Iver Heath. The development of flats and 
houses opposite pinewood studios some years ago led to the closure of the pinewood road petrol station with no 
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replacement made. The Iver Village petrol station is now also closed although this was probably in an unsuitable 
location. The petrol station located on Uxbridge Rd is now busy to the extent it affects road safety with extreme build 
up of cars. I would like to see more cycle ways and footpaths to encourage physical activity. Increase the number of bus 
stops and bus routes to help ease congestion and help elderly with mobility. This is a must for new developments. We 
need a police station that stands out, with more involvement with the community- unlike the run down one in Iver. 
Roads throughout the area need to be slowed down, traffic calming measures introduced and alternative wider routes 
for HGVs (a winner with most residents). There should be no 50 mph roads in the area! The new relief road needs to be 
looked at more closely. And a plan brought forth to move traffic expeditiously around Iver. A toll system could be used 
for non Iver residents. Q17) Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the 
preparation of the Joint Local Plan? The impending Elizabeth rail line at Langley/Iver will produce a housing pressure 
ripple effect on   Iver Heath, Iver and Richings Park. People including young families may find it virtually impossible to 
obtain a home locally and will look at moving further afield away from established friends and family. We have a 
housing crisis on our hands. To solve this I agree we need to use our heads for a well thought out plan. This regrettably 
will lead to the release of Green belt land for development but it looks like it can be done with minimal impact to the 
overall openness within our County. As a land owner with land in the currently proposed green belt options for growth, 
I am willing to offer my land as part of the solution and would like it to be considered for testing as it could assist in 
addressing the local housing needs/infrastructure issues in and around Wood Lane. The land is on Wood Lane and 
covers an area of approx. 14 acres, as can be seen in the map of Iver Heath included below. I have discussed this with 
several residents of Wood Lane who would like any new development to integrate well with existing buildings and 
should be a subtle extension to Iver Heath. Particular attention should be made to road frontages. The development on 
Wood Lane Close fits this bill but recognition is also made that a mix of property types in line with local needs will also 
need to be considered. 

Rep3586 Mrs 
M Chiapetti 

I would not like to see large development on the edge of every local town/village; each town would then face the 
negative aspects of development including loss of green spaces and extra traffic and challenges relating to increasing 
need for school places, GP surgeries etc (not readily met by simply expanding existing facilities). I would prefer to see 
existing sites within developed areas used fully plus the development of a complete new town with appropriate 
facilities, allowing existing towns to retain their current character and amenities. 

 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.  

Rep3587 Mr 
Douglas 

My comments relate to firstly question 6 and secondly to question 16. Question 6. Without restating the statements 
that have already been made, I fully support the reasons for rejection given by ARUP for no.1 Parcel 47b and no. 4 
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Percival Parcel 69. With regard to Parcel 57a and 57b, I think that it would be criminal to go ahead with any development on a 
flood plain bearing in mind the consequences of the weather over the last 5 years throughout the UK. Who is going to 
provide insurance cover? Question 16. If any or all of the parcels (47b, 57a, 57b, 69) I have to question whether we will 
have suitable medical, schools, roads, railway and utility support. What would the area look like if any one or all of the 
above parcels were to proceed. 

Rep3588 Mrs 
Elizabeth 
Cleasby 

I am responding to your plan for Little Chalfont and would like to make my views known. I do not feel that Little 
Chalfont shoudl be identified as a main settlement for growth. Much of the land around Little Chalfont is designated an 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and should be protected now and for the future. The amount of areas on the plan 
for new development within the current village boundaries is vast and would include some of our areas of natural 
beauty currently enjoyed by many residents and visitors alike who want to walk and enjoy the Chilterns and the Chess 
Valley. There appears to be a plan for huge development on these green belt areas completely disproportionate to the 
village area and would irrevocably change the village to a sprawling estate, totally eclipsing the village atmosphere and 
close community. The road traffic and parking is already stretched and would be infinitely worse.There is no capacity in 
the village shopping centre for the large numbers of increased traffic and shoppers. As a small village there is very little 
scope to support a huge demand on our health care resources and our two local primary schools would be swamped 
with requests for places. 

 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.  

Rep3589 Mr 
Robert 
Matthews 
Owner 
Christmas Tree 
Farm 

Suggested Site. For housing or employment. 14 acres to the west of Amersham Road, Chesham. HP5 1NE, currently 
used for Christmas Tree Farm, Chesham. If development is needed why not build houses/employment within a short 
walk of the town centre and train station rather than a long way away which would necessitate use of a car for every 
journey made? Use of this site would considerably lesson the impact of new development on the area if new houses 
are built with say a car ownership restriction to one or no cars per new household. 

  

Rep3590 Mr 
Robert Ashley 

I wish to respond to the local plan for Chiltern & South Bucks 2014-2036. The proposed areas for additional housing on 
green belt land surrounding in Iver, Richings Park and Iver Heath would blight the already over burdened area. One only 
has to walk through Iver village to be confronted by the exhaust fumes of large lorries and numerous vehicles parked 
on pavements pedestrians are at risk as one has to walk on the road to avoid them, it will only be a matter of time 
before a serious accident occurs, so to contemplate even more housing is just unfair and unworkable in this once pretty 
village. Our doctors is heaving, there is no senior school and you would be removing the green spaces such as the 
recreational field, which is constantly being used for football, village events. How can providing more housing make our 
environment better, they will only bring in more vehicles, you state 15000 homes need to be provided that will 
translate into at least 30000 cars (at only 2 per household). The village just cannot absorb it. The High Street, Church 

 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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Road and Richings Park just cannot tolerate any more! 

Rep3591 

My comments relate to the hatched green area on P40 of The Plan (Upper Stone Meadow) for Chalfont St Giles. As HS2 
has safeguarded the area in question until 2036, I don't understand how The Plan 2014-2036 can actually be delivered 
in this area unless CDC knows something about HS2 plans that the residents don't! I am horrified that so many houses 
will be built on a natural flood plain - the damaging village floods in recent years would be made much worse by 
construction on Upper Stone Meadow. As the area is designated AONB, any construction will ruin the area for locals 
and walkers alike. The A413 is a complete nightmare during the rush-hour at both ends of the day so construction 
traffic will make the problem much worse. The main road through the village (Deansway) is already a rat-run for cars 
driving between the M40 and M25 whenever there are problems on the motorways. Hundreds of children walk along 
this road in term time so any construction traffic will make it very dangerous for them and locals walking through the 
village. No thought seems to have been given to infrastructure in the village - eg the schools will not be able to cope 
and cannot expand on their current sites. 

  

Rep3592 
[name 
unknown] 

As a concerned resident I have a couple of comments I would like to make :- Q3 - the area to the south of the M40 to 
the east of Beaconsfield services should be considered for housing and facilities as it has excellent access to main roads 
and motorway without immediately adding to the high levels of traffic using the A355 Q7 - I (along with almost 
everyone else I have discussed this matter with) would strongly oppose the expansion of Slough northwards destroying 
the green belt areas in between. Slough council should look internally first. There are numerous areas within their 
borders as can be seen by driving around and then they should explore joint proposals with other towns in Berks. 
Surely Duty to Cooperate starts within first. I fully support the Parish Council and the Chiltern and South Bucks joint 
planning policy. 

  

Rep3593 Mr 
James Barnard 

I write in connection with the above planning consultation. As a local resident I wish to object strongly to the 
development of these locations. Little Chalfont is a small settlement where development proposals should be 
considered very carefully: these plans will ruin the character of the village and surrounding area and any major estate 
development will overwhelm the infrastructure. Little Chalfont resides in an area of greenbelt land much of which has 
been designated as areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, this should be protected by the council – of particular concern 
are the areas near Stony Lane and to the North of Amersham. Firstly, there needs to be a general presumption against 
inappropriate development within the Green Belt. Government guidance introduced the term ‘inappropriate 
development’ in PPG 2 to describe development that would harm the Green Belt. With all the development pressures 
that exist today, it is important that Green Belt policies remain in place in order to maintain the open character of the 
countryside and prevent suburban sprawl. The proposed siting of the developments are particularly ill-considered: they 

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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are on greenfield sites used by many locals and tourists for recreation and walking dogs, and building near Stony Lane 
and to the North of Amersham would both diminish the striking view along Chess Valley and be prominent from most 
angles within the area. The infilling of the area to the east of Burton’s lane would also be a significant loss of Green land 
in the area enjoyed by residents locally. The overall plan for Little Chalfont is out of keeping with the areas natural 
character and other areas would be more suitable around Gerrard’s Cross or Beaconsfield which are already more built 
up settlements. Further, there is no desire for these plans by residents here in the Little Chalfont area. I believe it 
strikes against the very reasons most people choose to live here; to enjoy a peaceful and quite neighbourhood away 
from the hectic lifestyle in London. Having had chance to converse with many locals of the area and seeing people on 
the high street openly protesting against the plans, it is clear the majority of my fellow residents in Little Chalfont share 
these concerns. Even-more, this is supported by the councils own consultation paper which states on p11 that “22% of 
all respondents supported option b) [extensions to main settlements (Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont and 
Chalfont St Peter)] and 19% supported option c) [extensions to a wider range of settlements (also Great Missenden, 
Prestwood and Chalfont St Giles)]. These options were mainly supported by landowners and developers, 50% 
supporting b) and 64% supporting c).”. So in other words that is approximately 9 out of 10 people against the plan - this 
should send a clear message that the driving force in support of this proposal is only those who will be profiting from 
sale of land and those developing the houses – not the local residents who are living in the area. The council needs to 
ask itself carefully who it is best serving with these plans – we should not simply be auctioning off the greenbelt to the 
highest bidder ‘to make a quick buck’. The majority of residents did support looking at “making more efficient use of 
land within built up areas.” – I believe this is the option that must be explored further to all ends as once Greenbelt is 
lost it will never be recovered. Alongside the environmental considerations, there are reasons for rejecting this plan 
based on the level of infrastructure in the settlement. There is the inadequacy of the lanes through the centre of the 
village to accommodate even small increases in traffic. Traffic is often at a standstill already in peak times and so 
further use will only make the situation worse. There is also the overstretched parking to use the shops on the parade, 
this is already at maximum capacity and any increase will mean residents will not be able to find space to park so they 
can use the shops conveniently. I also have a fear that once the pressure on road use becomes too great through the 
centre, the only option will be to release the pressure through a new bypass road, which would very likely go through 
even more of the countryside in the nearby area (has thought been given to this?). In addition, I am concerned about 
pressure on the already overburdened rail network. I travel to work every morning and even now there is usually no 
room to sit left on the trains to London. Again, there does not appear to be any significant thought put into this in the 
consultation documents. Similar concerns exist regarding school places and other amenities. I ask how can the plan go 
ahead until the challenge to infrastructure has been answered? In conclusion I believe that the plans are ill thought out 
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and unnecessary. They are not in the public interest and only serve to benefit the private sector (developers and land 
owners). The natural beauty of the area is something that must be treasured – there are other means to increase 
residential potential, including better use of land already within built up areas (including Amersham, Beaconsfield and 
Gerrard’s Cross). The infrastructure is under threat and will not cope with this increased capacity brought on by this 
level of development. It is my strong request that the Council needs to recognise these concerns and act decisively n 
amending the plans to withdraw development plans from the Little Chalfont area. 

Rep3594 Mrs 
Sally-Anne 
Whybrow 

I don't understand how you can keep on expanding without looking at the oversized schools unable to cope with their 
current catchment, doctors and dentists full. Sewage drainage at breaking point and overflowing to the River Chess. I 
can't even get a parking space to shop at the weekend. That's not even touching on the fact that we moved here to be 
in the countryside only for you to build all around us. 

  

Rep3595 Mrs 
Anne Bodman 

CSP is already committed to over 600 new dwellings at Newland Park and Holy Cross and therefore has already taken 
more than its fair share of the district’s housing requirement. 

 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.  

Rep3596 Mr 
David Cornall 

I object to the prosed area for development encompassed by Church Road, Rogers Lane, Elizabeth Way, Park Road, 
West End Lane etc. in the parish of Stoke Poges. If development must take place can it not be on the smaller footprint 
identified by ARUP, your appointed consultants, who have identified an area that could be tested for the possibility of 
being taken out of the Green Belt. The much large area would put untold strain on already overcrowded roads and 
services and lead to the eventual total erosion of the Green Belt between Stoke Poges and Slough. 

  

Rep3597 Mr 
Ian Waller 

There has been little evident public promotion of the Local Plan ("LP") consultation, such that the existence of the 
consultation only came to my attention on 13/03/16. As a result, my ability to respond in detail is curtailed, and focuses 
on the impact on Chesham (my locality). I note that the consultation re the Chiltern District Local Plan ("CDLP") includes 
responses from landowners and developers as well as residents. It is unclear what weight is attached to the various 
responses, but I would question whether developers in particular, and also landowners, should be afforded the same 
consultation rights as residents in a public consultation process. A clear distinction should be drawn between the 
interests of private as opposed to public benefit, and decisions made for the public, rather than private benefit. The 
fact that developers/landowners supported options b and c of the CDLP is illustrative of the problem. I should first 
comment that it is unclear what "exception circumstances" (4.7) exist for reviewing the Green Belt. The LP seeks 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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establish the guidelines within which development should take place. It should not itself bring into consideration 
reviewing the Green Belt. I respectfully remind you of the general presumption in favour of sustainable development, 
and refer to the The UK Sustainable Development Strategy "Securing the Future" in that respect. With regard to the 
obligations regarding sustainable development, the LP should therefore not be considering developing within the 
Green Belt in any event. Therefore, and in any case, with respect to the LP, in addition to land that is Green Belt, the 
land in question is within a AONB, and there are addition considerations in that respect. However, it is possible to give 
advance the interests of landscape and recreation as well as the welfare and prosperity of local communities. This 
would be most likely achieved through supporting option a, making more efficient use of land within built-up areas. 
There is great scope to use innovative design techniques to ensure sustainable building practices, building higher 
(http://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/2015/dec/12/wood-high-rise-buildings-urban-architecture-skylines-new-
york-city-oregon), and incorporating vertical and roof gardens to counter air pollution, as well as problems with rain 
run-off, both of which stand to increase in the coming years. It is unclear how this could be established within 
Chesham, given the already very congested roads. Without wishing to espouse nimbyism, the fact that the town has 
only one main through road appears to prevent substantial development. Even without increased dwelling numbers, 
the Local Plan should include measure to prevent car travel in the town centre, and instead to develop cyclepaths and 
drastically improve public transport. Furthermore, thought should be given to the apparent appeal of Chesham to 
young families moving from London, and the specific needs of that demographic (i.e. shools and children's recreation 
facilities). 

Rep3598 Mr 
Cornelius 
McMahon 

The restricted amount of time provided for individuals to review and digest the mass of related Chiltern District Council 
(CDC) information within the evidence base means that, aside from the frustration, it is impractical (for me at least) to 
provide informed responses to the listed 17 questions. We can all have strong opinions on such topics as the Green 
Belt, Affordable and Senior / Older People Housing, Traveller Sites etc. However, at this time I can only make some 
general points supplemented by a brief focus on specific topics which seem worthy of comment. General points: One of 
the most noteworthy aspects of the map in Appendix 6 of the CDC and S Bucks Local Plan Consultation Document is the 
total size of the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross settlement in relation to the other communities illustrated, 
highlighting the extent to which it has already suffered from a disproportionate share of development. Despite this in 
the 2015 planning exercise we reluctantly supported further developments amounting to 600+ dwellings within St 
Peter at Holy Cross, Newlands Park and the Epilepsy Centre. St Peter is thus already scheduled to provide the largest 
single percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District. For the CDC area as a whole, development should 
focus on available sites close to mass transit systems (rail and bus) and within, rather than on the periphery, of existing 
developments. The Green Belt objectives highlight the purpose of avoiding 'sprawl' between London and its 
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neighbouring settlements. Within the CDC component of the Green Belt it is equally important to avoid the 'sprawl' 
resulting from the continued erosion of Green Belt areas on the periphery of existing settlements, such as Chalfont St 
Peter. Within St Peter there are accepted issues regarding drainage while local infrastructure, such as schools, is 
already at peak loading both of which significantly inhibit any capacity for further developments beyond those planned 
earlier. Specific points: The Epilepsy Society Site: Within the Green Belt, the current Major Developed Site (MDS) 
component is an ideal location to provide further facilities for community health and care requirements in addition to 
its current and planned usage. The surrounding area to the North and East is both within the Green Belt and the Colne 
Valley Park and includes Rowan's Nursery, the Model Farm and Brawlings Farm. In my view the Site should be viewed 
as 'Strong' (following the Arup definitions in the evidence materials) in fulfilling all five of the stated Green Belt 
objectives, in particular the avoidance of 'sprawl' referred to earlier. The proposed inclusion for development ignores 
the fact that it is located a considerable distance from available mass transit systems, any development would be car 
dependent, and the road infrastructure is narrow and already overloaded at peak periods. In my view any development 
consideration on this site, other than within the current MDS, is in contravention of the Green Belt objectives and 
should be rejected. Mill Meadow Site This site is on a flood plain with an evident risk from flooding. It is a much used 
amenity for all age ranges and recreational interests. It is close to a local school for which the site provides much 
needed Physical Education facilities. There are no opportunities to provide alternate, equivalent facilities within the 
village infrastructure. The UK is deemed to be suffering from increasing obesity and related health problems, some of 
which have been attributed to the lack of recreational physical activity among all ages, particularly the young. It is 
difficult to be aware of this health issue and then witness the inclusion of this site for proposed housing development 
without questioning the logic and consistency of the thought processes involved. The A413 industrial development 
site:This areas is also in a flood plain and is within the Green Belt and the Colne Valley Park. The area functions to 
support the Green Belt principle of separating the built communities of St Peter, Gerrards Cross, Tatling End and 
Denham. With the A413 acting as a natural barrier for development, we value the location as a green corridor and 
gateway for residents and visitors when entering the south eastern party of the county. 

Rep3599 Mr 
Mike 
Johnstone 

I feel that it is important to preserve our heritage whilst enabling development to meet changing needs. Contrary to 
last year’s DDPD I believe that South Heath should retain its status in the Green Belt as it has served the community 
well over the years whilst adopting local management policies which facilitate development within the Green Belt 
boundary such as limited infilling and extensions in-keeping with the character of the area. Exceptions need to be 
treated as such and one such is the former mushroom farm site in South Heath which is now more of a brown-field site 
rather than a site for agricultural use and is an eyesore and health issue for the village. I would support the building of 
up to ten or so dwellings on the site with a proportion as affordable housing. The continuation of South Heath in the 
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Green Belt will also act as a buffer against any development that HS2 may consider given their statutory powers on the 
land they have safeguarded near the village. I would also encourage the publication of Supplementary Planning 
Documents which give further guidance on what householders can develop on their property. I would be grateful if the 
planning authorities would take these views into account in developing the next stage of the Green Belt Assessment. 

Rep3600 Mrs 
Kay Allan 

The Local Plan provides an opportunity for some ‘blue sky thinking’ in Prestwood and Great Missenden. There is 
undoubtedly a need for more housing and particularly that people can afford. There seems to be a trend for developers 
to take a bungalow or small plot of land and build executive housing with 4+ bedrooms. However there is a plan for a 
larger housing estate off Lodge Lane in Prestwood for circa 76 houses including a range in terms of number of 
bedrooms. The problem is the local area is understandably ‘up in arms’ because the access route would provide 
unacceptable traffic problems. And of course there is already enormous pressure on capacity of schools, doctors, 
dentists etc. So with some ‘thinking out of the box’, a large number of houses could be provided. There is a 
footpath/bridle way, in Green Belt land, from the Wycombe Road to the proposed area. We need authorities to 
investigate any possibility of creating road access from the Wycombe Road. Furthermore, Prestwood Village 
Association (PVA) rightly want to create a centre for the village area by the Chequers Tree pub at the so called ‘dog-leg’ 
where the A4129 makes a right angle towards Great Missenden. This will further add to the current traffic problems. 
For example the PVA plan is suggesting traffic restrictions are created in Green Lane and Nairwood Lane, which are 
currently used as a bypass. So again there is a need for radical solutions to be examined, eg create the equivalent of a 
proper bypass for Prestwood. Perhaps this could use the access area mentioned above for a road leading to Great 
Missenden. Obviously this would cut a swathe through the Green Belt and funding would be hard to find. However with 
HS2 creating potential chaos in our area and being prepared to provide funding towards amelioration, a case might be 
made. There is also talk of taking this land off Lodge Lane and transferring local schools there and using the current 
school properties to develop housing, which seems extremely sensible. Development will continue of small plots of 
land for houses but larger more radical plans should be investigated. There are too many people saying why things 
can’t be done rather than trying to find a solution. 

  

Rep3601 Mrs 
Gunu Board 

I object to the development of the fields between Stony Lane and Long walk as this is an area of lovely countryside and 
the walks and views would be devastated. I also very strongly object to potential release of green belt areas and Areas 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), what is the point of having green belt areas if it is ignored and just developed. 

  

Rep3602 Mr 
John Weaver 

Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be 
part of these options? I would like to express strong objection to the use of General Area 11 for development, either 
for industrial or residential use. There are a number of specific issues: • Open space: The land is a valuable and 
treasured part of the Green Belt and is also in an area designated AONB. The Nashleigh Hill Recreation Ground is used 
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extensively by children. Many dog walkers and others use the fields and woods alongside and above the Recreation 
Ground. To lose this open space on the edge of the town would be a terrible loss, not only to the countless people who 
use it but also to those who overlook it and back onto it. It would totally change the character of the area. • Grassland 
meadow: The area contains a chalk grassland meadow, which is a valuable ecological feature that should be protected 
• Infrastructure: The A416 gets very busy at certain times of the day and I do not feel there is sufficient infrastructure 
to support greater vehicle movement in the area. In the morning and evening rush hours, traffic in and out of Chesham 
on the A416 can be choking • Pollution: Extra traffic in the area would lead to more pollution. Pollution is already a 
problem in Chesham, which lies in a valley. All steps should be taken to avoid exacerbating this problem, particularly in 
an area where young children play and where there are schools. • Urban sprawl: the countryside in area 11 performs a 
crucial function in separating Chesham from surrounding settlements including Ashley Green. One of the loveliest 
aspects of Chesham is that it has defined boundaries and you are very quickly into ‘proper’ countryside. To lose this 
would be a terrible shame. It would lead to creeping urbanisation of the countryside. • Brown-field sites: I feel 
Chesham has a significant number of brownfield sites that could be explored for greater development, both residential 
and business, for example Ashridge Road business park. There are also a number of other pockets of land dotted 
around the town that could be developed to help Chesham meet its development needs (e.g. former British Legion 
site). There are also a number of under-used office buildings in the town. 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 would like to Nashleigh Hill Recreation Ground, the adjoining Berkhamsted Field and the three fields beyond 
(running along Vale Road) as a Local Green Space, in addition to local woodland. This whole area is heavily used by 
walkers, joggers, families, children etc at all times of the day and in all weathers. The north end of Chesham does not 
have any other open green space. In the summer children are in the recreation ground and in the fields around it from 
dawn until dusk. This winter scores of people sledged down the hill behind Vale Road in the snow. I feel General Area 
11 as a whole deserves to be preserved as beautiful Green Belt countryside on the edge of the town. Question 17: Do 
you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? 
For example, are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? I agree 
with the Chesham Society’s Visions of Chesham proposals, which address the questions in the consultation. I have 
attended a meeting on the issue and separately spoken to the chairman. Chesham is a town set in beautiful countryside 
with clearly defined boundaries that keep the countryside special. It is vital that all efforts are made to accommodate 
housing/business needs within existing town boundaries. The Chilterns must not be allowed to become blighted by 
urban sprawl.  
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Rep3603 Mr 
Christopher 
Cockle 

Greenbelt is designated in order to protect the area from urbanisation whether that be large or small scale. 
Incremental changes are just as negative because in aggregate they have same long term effect as whole scale 
development. It is the long term protection that Greenbelt is there to protect. Planning to build on non-built up areas 
changes the character of the environment and reduces the amenity to the residents as well as damaging the natural 
environment which is sustained by the agricultural land. Many people in the Chiltern District area seem to have 
formerly come from Middlesex, places such as Pinner , Northwood and Eastcote. Many people who used to live in 
Chiltern district seem to have moved further away from London such as Chinnor and Buckingham. As these London 
areas are notably urban areas and Chiltern District is become more built up one of the contributions to this is moving to 
get away from urbanisation. The plans seem to only address a demand for housing driven by outside factors. The 
district council has a role to support its community in fact it is its number one role. The community cannot be formed 
or maintained if the established population vote with their feet and leave. These plans are a failure to maintain and 
protect community cohesion. The plan also fails to address the issue that a number of brown field sites which could 
provide employment are being turned into housing. These are place such as the former Bell Lane log yard in Little 
Chalfont, small industrial premises on Bois Moor Road and plans for Springfield Industrial Estate both in Chesham. The 
plan indicates the need to increase local employment and achieving this by developing green field sites such as the 
fields either side of the A404 in Little Chalfont but is creating a viscous circle. Current planning decisions are reducing 
the employment estate and therefore employment opportunities while increasing the housing provision. But the 
increased housing provision creates further infrastructure demands as well as driving need employment provision. This 
is a potentially exponential increase of unsustainable development. Protection against unsustainable development is 
the purpose of Greenbelt. 
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The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036.  

Rep3604 Miss 
Margaret 
Wright 

I have read the Chalfont St. Giles Parish document and am in agreement with the comments and answers they have 
given to questions 1 to 17 of the Consultation Document. They obviously have the best interests of the residents at 
heart and I support their views. 

  

Rep3605 Mrs 
Isabel 
Shepherd 

Qu 5: I support our Parish Council with the need to ensure Special Areas of Character should become more important 
as changes happen elsewhere. We should be looking to designate MORE areas of special character to preserve and 
enhance the environment whilst looking for development opportunities within that framework of character. Qu 6: The 
Green Belt buffer to the south of Farnham Common and north of Farnham Royal must be preserved in its effect. 
Especially the Farnham Park public open space. There are some fields directly outside Farnham Common that could 
potentially be developed but there would need to be a buffer to Farnham Park. Qu 7: I have real concerns about the 
option of Slough expanding to the north - this would effectively remove the small separation that currently exists - we 
need to maintain our separate identities. I don't think needs should be transferred over - the needs of Slough must be 
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met by its own council Qu 11: Farnham Royal and Farnham Common have unique cultural heritages and it is therefore 
important to ensure these two villages retain their separate cultural and historical identities by maintaining as much of 
the Green belt buffer zone as is possible. The amount of open space needs to be balanced in the Parish we are provided 
for to the north west by Burnham Beeches and the south by Farnham Park. Qu 13: The Farnhams is under provided 
with public open green space. Temple Dell and Kingsway Green, The Pump, the FCSC sports fields and Farnham Park 
are all required to sustain the growing community that we have. All these locations provide multi-purpose 
opportunities for residents and visitors to take part in exercise, social activities and are all highly valued in the 
community. There use as recreational and green space should be protected and maintained, especially as the 
community grows. Qu 14 Traffic management with the Farnhams : the A355 is very busy with many lorries and often 
speeding car making it not feel safe for our children walking Qu 17: There needs to be a balance of housing to meet all 
needs (smaller homes for young families to homes designed for older people eg bungalows) Consideration needs to be 
given to eg school places, doctors, roads etc to make sure existing services do not just have to make do and that all 
aspects of life are considered in a joined up fashion. 

Rep3606 Mr 
Vernon Wilks 

I object to green belt being developed on. All this government want to do is take every bit of green belt and make as 
much money as they can from it, not considering how people who live near or next to this greenbelt feel. If green belt 
is not allowed to be developed on then how do you have a right to choose if it gets built on. If developments are to go 
ahead, they should be given to local people, i.e. their family, children and siblings, etc. We pay Bucks very high council 
tax, things get reported like the awful potholes, streetlamps that aren't working, grass verges that are overgrown, etc 
but they don't do anything about it so if the developments go ahead these problems are only to get worse. If you don't 
do anything to help residents now then how are you going to do it with thousands of more people in the area? Why are 
you trying to do something that you are not allowed to do? Just because you want to make some more money, which is 
already given to you in council tax, doesn't mean you should build on green belt 

  

Rep3607 Mrs 
Margaret 
Smith 
Rep3608 Mr 
Rodney Smith 

P.07 Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being 
used, on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the 
Joint Local Plan process? No comment P.08 Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in 
relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? 
No comment P.08 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? Can we see a list of sites, please. P.10 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. In part. P.14 Question 5: What spatial strategy 
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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? I support option A; making more efficient use of 
land within built-up areas. P.14 Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific 
settlements/site options that could be part of these options? 1. Parcel 47b. I support ARUP's objection. 2. Parcel 57a. 
No objection 3. Parcel 57b. No objection. 4. Parcel 69. I support ARUP's objection. P.15 Question 7: Do you have 
comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? No P.17 Question 8: Do you have any 
comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? No comment P.17 Question 
9: Do you have any comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling 
Showpeople? 9. g. This may be realistic and necessary. P.18 Question 10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan can best 
meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? Support proposal 6.4 as 
required. P.18 Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local heritage 
assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community.? I feel it is vital that heritage 
sites like Bulstrode Park continue to be fully protected. P.19 Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected 
local heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important locally? See previous 
response. P.19 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 am fully in support of this. P.19 Question 
14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? None that are not known P.20 Question 15: Do you have a view 
on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7. This is complex and it is probably impractical not to support it. 
However some areas of the NPPF and NPPG may need local interpretation which should be made clear in the Joint 
Local Plan. P.20 Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, 
infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? Yes to a Community Infrastructure Levy. The CIL would be essential to support 
new schools, medical facilities, roads, utilities and the rest P.21 Question 17: Do you have any other points you would 
like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or 
opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? Not at this time. 

Rep3609 Mr 
David Wilks 

The Green Belt represents a vital safeguard for current and future residents of South Bucks against over development 
of the area and to sustain a worthwhile quality of life. Any relinquishment of Green Belt status must be on the basis of 
a quality review of all the factors involved as the guidelines say. This Local Plan Review purports to be “Evidence Based” 
and the councils have provided a number of documents/studies they have commissioned. However, having reviewed 
the documents it is my personal and professional opinion that there is insufficient rigour in these reviews to ensure 
Phase 2 will develop consistent and fair proposals with respect to the retention of Green Belt status on land in South 
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Bucks. There are two key reports in this review, first the Arup Report, which was only released on the 7th March; and 
second the Lepus Sustainability Report . My feedback to the review on these documents and the overall process is: 
Arup Report Issues include/anomalies include: 1. The report was not issued until the final week of the consultation 
period leaving insufficient time for detailed review of the findings. 2. The report specifically excluded the Farnhams and 
Stoke Poges and the Ivers in its terms of reference. This is despite the presentation to the Council on 19th and 20th Jan 
having identified significant potential development areas adjacent to these villages. As a result land parcels adjacent to 
these villages fail to score correctly in the assessment by Arup, eg. (but not limited to): a. Burnham Beeches National 
Nature reserve parcel 68 scores a 0 against GB criteria 1 (To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas). This 
is ridiculous as it checks the eastern expansion of the Farnhams development. b. The greenbelt area between the 
Farnhams and Stoke Poges again scores a zero on criteria 1 even though it is the buffer between these two built up 
areas 3. The areas being considered in the Arup report do not coincide with the areas considered in the Sustainability 
Report as possible development areas. 4. There is no consideration of the impact of current and future development of 
Slough on the Ivers, Stoke Poges and the Farnhams. As a result Finding 5.19 of the report does not reflect the 
importance of the green belt areas to the south of the Farnhams, Stoke Poges and the Ivers in stopping the spread of 
Slough. This is compounded in the recommendations section 6.4.58 to 6.4.** referring to RSA-26 and RSA-27 which 
makes recommendations without considering all the impacts . ^.4.60 is incorrect as RSA26 prevents the northern 
convergence of Slough on Farnham common through destroying the buffer between Farnham Common and Farnham 
Royal . Maintaining the areas is vital to prevent coalescence of these areas. 5. The HELAA “Draft Housing and Economic 
Land Availability Assessment: South Bucks Stage 1 Maps “ indicate areas that have already been rejected at Phase 1 yet 
these areas are included in the Arup report for consideration in Phase 2 . 6. Map 6.1b and 6.1a of the report show a 
number of areas being put forward for consideration in Phase 2, including but not limited to land in blocks,76 and 85b, 
80, 74 and 86a that have not been considered in the fully in the Sustainability Report and have been rejected in the 
HELAA review. The areas shown on these maps (6.1a and 6.1b) are not fully consistent with areas shown in the 
sustainability report or the HELLA document. 7. The Chiltern and South Bucks Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study 
excludes the Farnhams (reference section 3 clause 15). Presumably the Farnhams do not qualify as “ being better 
served by existing infrastructure”. Despite this Phase 2 of the LP Rreview is considering significant developments in the 
Farnhams Fig4 page 14 of the infrastructure report, seems to fail to consider the primary school in Farnham Royal I 
support the Environment Agency’s concerns about the thoroughness of the Sustainability Report. The report reads like 
a high level desktop report , cut and pasted together at the last minute without consideration of all the other reports 
and strategies forming part of the evidence for this review. For instance: 8. There is constant reference to agricultural 
land being type 3 without positive identification of whether it is type 3a or not – (insufficient rigour) therefore the 
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impact of possible development areas on this land cannot be fully assessed. 9. The report indicates that most of the 
developments considered are in easy reach of existing facilities but there is no consideration as to whether these 
facilities are adequate Fig 4 in the Infrastructure Review Report indicates they are not (schools, hospitals, transport 
etc.). 10. The distances quoted from the development areas being considered to the facilities being referred to are 
incorrect in many cases. For instance the distance from Iver station to the nearest point on any of the 4 proposed Iver 
Heath development areas is 2 miles not 1 mile as the report says . The report also ignores the lack of a bus service from 
Iver Heath to Richings Park where the station is situated . In all cases I checked the distances have been measured at 
the nearest point on the development area to a ‘facility’ not the mean distance. 11. There is significant inconsistency in 
the considerations made in the Sustainability Report and the South Bucks District Transport Strategy document which is 
based on : 1,880 new dwellings in South Bucks considerably less than envisaged in the Planning review (page 7). “New 
housing will be built in the most sustainable locations, such as Beaconsfield and Gerrard’s Cross “ (page 10). Existing 
congestion points on the A355 in Farnham Common yet these are not considered sufficiently in the Sustainability 
report. Therefore the conclusions reached in the Sustainability Report underestimate the impact of these potential 
developments areas on life in South Bucks 12. Finally and most significantly, the report identifies 12 aspect of impact 
for each potential development area ( see Fig 5.1 page 146) including several sever impacts (Pink -- and Red ---). Section 
5 of the report suggests a number of highly aspirational generic mitigations to address these risks and assesses the 
resultant impact taking into account these mitigations in table 5.2. There is no evidence how such a remarkable turn 
around in impact can be achieved from applying these mitigations. For instance how will the “major negative impact” 
on Biodiversity in the F1 ‘development’ area go from a major negative (red ---) to minor positive (green+)? From this I 
can only conclude that the report has been commissioned and written to support a predisposition in respect to these 
potential development areas. 

Rep3610 Mr 
Richard Davis 

Response to Question 2 of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation. CD0031 - Wicks Garage, Rignall 
Road, Great Missenden. CD0031 should not be included in the list of sites deemed suitable, available and achievable at 
Stage 2 Assessment in the draft HELAA, and should be excluded from further consideration. This site is one of the few 
remaining industrial areas in the village, containing a thriving, successful garage business that wishes to remain in situ, 
employing local apprentices and providing a high-demand service to local residents. If forced to close there would be 
no option to relocate within the village, and the loss of employment and industry would have a noticeable and negative 
impact on the community. 

  

Rep3611 Mr 
Jeremy 
Sowden 

There is a very real and significant danger that the desire to meet the housing needs will gradually erode the beautiful 
countryside that surrounds and defines Little Chalfont. Once gone, the Green Belt areas and areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty will never return, because we live on a small island with an every increasing population. You can 
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concede countryside to the developers, but you will never achieve the opposite. With a little erosion here, and a little 
there, it will only be a few generations before villages like Little Chalfont become indistinguishable from other 
neighbourhoods such as Chorleywood and the Green Belt / AONB will disappear. Councils should have a farsighted 
vision because each generation will not remember the concessions of the past. What will seem like a small concession 
by each generation will become very large when looking at cumulatively over a few generations. The successive 
watering down of planning legislation that exists to protect the beautiful countryside in the UK is in danger of changing 
the landscape forever. The AONB and Green Belt in Little Chalfont supports a huge range of wild life including wild 
deer, rabbits, badgers, birds of prey and so on, all of which would be severally impacted by significant further 
developments. We do not believe Little Chalfont should play a role in meeting any of the housing needs. The area has 
already suffered from lots of recent unpopular development, including the Bell Lane estate and the Donkey Field 
development. It is only a small village and any sites which are developed will have a significant impact on the semi-rural 
feel of the village. The catchment for Little Chalfont Primary School is already at breaking point, a position further 
worsened by the Donkey Field Development. Any more development would require increased capacity in the Little 
Chalfont Primary School catchment area i.e. a two form entry. There should be more frequent trains into London from 
Chalfont & Latimer station. You would expect a seat on a train into London at this distance, but this is often not the 
case at peak times. It will become significantly worse once the Donkey Field development is complete, and any further 
housing in the area will surely require a more frequent train service at peak times. It should be really important for the 
main flow of traffic to be kept to the existing urban parts of Little Chalfont. It is imperative to avoid having to widen 
narrow rural lanes, which if happened would set a worrying precedent and severely damage the rural village feel of 
Little Chalfont. There is very limited parking in Little Chalfont and the current system of ‘one out, one in’ at the parade 
of shops will not work if the population significantly increases (and also if the new development is in areas away from 
the village centre which would encourage more driving in). If Little Chalfont is to take part, we would prefer 
development taking place in areas that (a) are not currently designated AONB (b) would not increase the sprawl of the 
village (c) are as close as possible to local amenities so as to minimize traffic congestion on the rural lanes (d) sites 
which are well hidden from the rural street scene (e) is far more limited in scope that the current "testing sites". 

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

Rep3612 Mr 
Jay Rai 

I came across this consultation almost by accident and cannot understand why residents cannot have been better 
informed - especially give the likely impact on the area and, looking that the documentation, the enormous amount of 
Council taxpayer money that has clearly been been spent on consultants Arup et al. to produce the reports. The 17 
questions asked are impenetrable to anyone without a deep planning background - e.g. Question 2 “ Do you have any 
comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation …. etc" and not sure how you expect the average resident to 
respond. And so I would question the veracity of this as a truly open and accessible “consultation” process with the 
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people most affected by these proposals. Focussing specifically on General Areas 74,75, 79, 86a, 86b, 82, 83 etc around 
Iver Heath, Iver village and Richings Park - at a minimum I would raise: Air Quality. The area is bounded on three sides 
by Motorways (M40 in the north, M4 to the south and M25 to the East) and is close to Heathrow. What consideration 
has been given to the impact on Air Quality from removing greenbelt and replacing with additional housing & 
associated traffic etc? I feel this is especially important given the recent report from the Royal College of Physicians. 
National Infrastructure Projects This area is already subject to a number of ongoing projects including - Crossrail - 
Heathrow 3rd runway expansion - Heathrow Express Western Rail Link - HS2 - Slough International Freight Exchange 
etc etc Would it not make sense to have a moratorium on further plans until these have been fully resolved and make 
sure that the right development is provided to properly meet future local needs? There are many other points that 
should be raised but the poor communications and time allowed for this “Consultation” is simply not sufficient. 

settlements.  

Rep3614 Mr 
John Davis 
Rep3934 Mrs 
Lynda Davis 
Rep4011 Mr 
Ben Davis 

 As a resident of Stoke Poges I wish to respond to the initial Consultation to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. My 
responses to questions asked and added opinions appear below, but are confined to the Farnhams/Stoke Poges areas 
and not the wider districts as a whole. Q1. Whilst not having reviewed the analysis in depth I acknowledge the general 
trend that requires significant housing and economic development with the South Bucks area. Q2. The REJECTION at 
Stage 1 of Proposed sites is acknowledged as are the ACCEPTED sites. However, it appears that the Option shown 
impacting the Farnhams/Stoke Poges now encompass previously rejected sites. Surely it should follow that sites 
previously rejected should not be taken forward. Q3. I believe there are many additional and alternative sites that 
should be considered with the Farnhams/Stoke Poges area. FARNHAMS :- i) Whist it is accepted that sufficient parking 
for shoppers and visitors be provided, there is potential for part development of Farnham Common Car Park. This 
would be suitable for flats or apartments and would provide local amenity and infrastructure is good. ii). There is an old 
garage now used for a car wash located at the end of Farnham Common shops. In my opinion which close proximity to 
the shops, local amenities and a bus stop outside this would be ideally suited to a Senior Living Development. Older 
residents could benefit from accommodation at this site, whilst the current business could be relocated. I have noted 
that there is already in existence another Senior Living Care Home just prior to Farnham Common shops. iii). Another 
option for suitable accommodation for older people or indeed flats, would be the current Village Halls in both Farnham 
Common and Farnham Royal (together with the land annexed to it). Both Village Halls could be relocated to the 
Farnham Park Area providing a good social facility with better parking and access. • • iv). South of the M40 and to the 
East of Beaconsfield Services is a vast and long stretch of land which has a good main road linking to the A355 and 
Motorway junction. I suggest that this may allow significant housing and employment development including facilities 
to support the infrastructure. This should be further investigated. STOKE POGES. i). The Bells Hill area, currently the site 
of the Doctors Surgery and Stoke Poges Village centre has several further opportunities for development. On the 
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opposite side of the road, I would suggest the field currently used for the grazing of what appears to be horses 
belonging to the traveller community could be better used for development. There would be plenty of land elsewhere 
for the horses to graze. This land is opposite the hub of Stoke Poges, the shops, post office and Surgery and with a 
school close by and the road is good. Further, it is not overlooked and would not impinge on any existing development. 
ii) Also in this area, further towards Gerrards Cross Road on the same side of the road is the areas used for Paint Balling 
and Dog Agility. These areas appear to be before Stoke Common and therefore should not be affected by any 
prohibition to build on Common Land. Q4. I agree with the principle that Chilterns and South Bucks should join forces 
to speed the process in order to satisfy government requirement but would support the Local Parish Council in that the 
joint Local Plan approach needs to ensure that their joint vision allows for local characteristics and opportunities to 
prevail. Each Parish needs to be reviewed within the overall joint area but on its own merits. Eg. Reference South Bucks 
Core Strategy Development Plan (DPD) Pg 27 Core policy 1. Housing Provision and Delivery, which states" Further 
Development at Farnham Common will be managed to avoid cumulative adverse impact on Burham Beeches" Q5. 
There should be consideration of mixed strategy to review development opportunities. Increased density and existing 
development opportunities must be explored and any mixed development strategy adopted must be sustainable • as 
opposed to a zoned approach. Open recreation areas should not be relocated to a less sustainable location. People 
should not be required to drive long distances for office employment when the offices have all be converted to flats. I 
agree with the Parish Council that the need to ensure special areas of character should become more important as 
changes occur elsewhere. The designation of more areas of special character would preserve and enhance the 
environment whilst looking for development opportunities within that framework. I would be very concerned about 
accepting additional requirements from outside areas. An area should not be allowed to expand beyond its ability or 
capacity. Slough should not be building offices where housing is in demand and there is plenty of spare 
unused/unoccupied commercial sites available. The policy of maintaining a defensible boundary needs to be applied to 
all settlements I believe the green belt should be strengthened by this process, not reduced and weakened. Green Belt 
boundaries can only be moved in "exceptional circumstances" this is a stringent test see Gallagher Homes -vSolihul 
MBC (2014) I agree with the Parish Council that the prevention of the encroachment of Slough Northwards is of major 
concern and substantial buffers need to be maintained in perpetuity to prevent the subsumation of Farnham Royal and 
Farnham Common into the encroachment of Slough. Infilling and intensification of existing developed Green Belt sites 
should only be considered where the primary function of Green Belt is not met. Q6. As a resident of Stoke Pages I have 
a strong objection to the SBDC proposed vast expanse of Green Belt being developed. The hatched area is bounded by 
Park Road, Grays Park Road and West End Lane. In my view mixed development in this area would not be sustainable. 
The field is bounded by generally high value properties and I would question whether any development in this area 
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would realistically produce affordable housing. Existing properties, of which there are many, would suffer in terms of 
loss of amenity and view and an increase in noise. Park Road is extremely busy and a development of this size would 
involve a high increase in the volume of traffic which is already excessive. There are many accidents along Park Road 
and it is particularly fast. Most drivers exceeding the 40 mph speed limit. The highways themselves are not good and in 
a constant state of disrepair, due to the high volume of traffic and the fact that it is used as a cut through from one end 
of Slough to the other. In my view I would suggest that new housing on a development of this size without adequate 
infrastructure would not amount to economic growth but would cause any site coming forward to have viability issues, 
not only considering transport, (there are no pavements or bus stops) but also looking at the district centre and its 
ability to cope with additional residents on this scale, shops schools libraries etc. The council should fully consider the 
availability of other sites to deliver the housing requirement and the possibility of the numbers working outside the 
green belt. Thus there would no necessity for the moving of the boundary. However, should such Green Belt 
development be vital in this area, I would concur with the smaller ARUP site as proposed by SBDC as being more 
feasible and viable. I also concur with the Parish Council Suggestions of Bayer and Plough Lane Rec. Q7. It appears that 
the work of the Chilterns and South Bucks co operating in relation to Aylesbury Vale is paying dividends and is in 
keeping with the nature and character ofthe respective regions. I do NOT support the expansion of Slough to the North. 
The Separation of the towns and developed areas must be maintained and the charcter of the Farnhams and Burnham 
Beeches retained. These would be threatened if considered further. First priority must be to retain outdoor open 
recreation space. Q8. I do not believe that affordable housing could be realistically produced in Farnham common and 
Farnham Park areas due to the existing house prices in the area as detailed previous in relation to The Stoke Pages site. 
Any development would have to be in keeping with already existing developments and surrounding areas. As outlined 
in the document any development should take into account the requirement for a level of affordable housing. As 
previously stated if the site could be developed along the M40 corridor this would provide a suitable mix of housing 
and employment opportunities. Q9. I would object to any development in or around Burnham Beeches. The Local Plan 
and associated document underline a principle to maintain the character of Burnham Beeches as a priority. I am 
unaware as to the extent of the proposed development and expansion in Chalfont st. Peter and am not able to 
comment thereon. Ql0. I have given answers to this in relation to the Elderly in Q3. Q11. The amount of open space 
needs to be protected and balanced in the Farnhams. Bunham Beeches provides the North West and the South by 
Farnham Park and these are key to the character and feel of the Farnhams. The open space in Stoke Poges field 
provides much amenity to the locals. There are many easements granted across the field by way of public footpaths. 
This is very important for enjoyment of the location and to escape the noise of the incessant traffic along Park Road, 
which is also frequently used by Public Services, Police Fire and Ambulance, together with their accompanying sirensl! 
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Q12. I have nothing to add here. Q13 If the community is to grow and develop in the Farnhams and Stoke Poges we 
have to ensure that we have adequate Green space and Sports Fields to facilitate residents and visitors alike to take 
part In Sporting and Leisure persuits as well as social activity and a community spirit. Q14. I would like to see the 
following included in the joint Local Plan 1) Traffic Calming and management - Stoke Poges is supposed to be a traffic 
calmed area but this is not often evident. The A355 is overloaded and drivers tend to exceed speed limits. 2) Park Road 
is particularly bad for traffic and the road surface diabolical. 3) Heavy lorries ought to be prevented from using the road 
as a cut through. 4) Farnham Common and Farnham Royal need better Village Hall centres and in my view both could 
be relocated as previously stated in Answer 3 to the Farnham Park Area. 5) Local Wildlife needs to be considered in 
greater depth and the impact any building or development would have on wildlife in or around Stoke Poges the 
Farnhams and Burnham Beeches should be treated as a priority. Q15. I have not seen any policy for Educational Needs 
or Emergency Services. If the population increases by over 25% it will be necessary for these to be policies in their own 
right due to increasing demand. Already these areas are stretched and I cannot see any facility for Special Needs. Q16. 
The Chiltern and South Bucks Settlement Infrastructure capacity study Page 7 footnote referring to the 500 meter of 
Burnham Beeches special area of conservation safeguarding zone has my approval. Q17. The Communication in 
delivering the join Local Plan to local residents in my view has been very poor and Must be improved. Residents should 
be kept informed at all times and notices given whether in local newspapers, flyers, internet or local radio stations. It is 
important that residents respond and have the opportunity to do so. Not everyone has access to a computer or is 
computer literate and they too should have a voice. I hope systems can be put in place to improve this area as I only 
found out through an e-mail sent by a neighbour a week ago. 

Rep3615 Ms 
Kate Ashbrook 
General 
Secretary 
Open Spaces 
Society 

Paragraph 4.17: Although the Open Spaces Society may not agree with the prposal to remove land from the Green Belt, 
we welcome the recognition by the councils of local green space as a means of protecting open spaces. We are pleased 
that the authorities are pressing communities to identify land which might be suitable for designation as local green 
space. Now we need the government to spell out the criteria for local green space in more detail, to give the public 
rights of access to such land, and to explain how the land is protected. We hope the councils will agree that further 
clarity is needed to make local green space an effective means of protecting green spaces for public enjoyment. 
Paragraph 7.5 and question 13: Again, we are pleased that the councils recognise the importance of local green space 
and are encouraging communities to identify such areas. 

   

Rep3616 Mrs 
Deirdre Smaje 

It is extremely difficult as a lay person to master the extensive documentation that accompanies this consultation, 
especially in relation to key anlayses such as Over Arup's Green Belt Assessment report for according to Green Belt 
purposes (published only a week before this consultation ends). Therefore my comments can only be general and 
limited to the town in which I live. Beaconsfield is already suffering the effects of over development, as documented in 
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the recent (July 2015) Vision for Beaconsfield report to Beaconsfield Town Council to support a new Town Plan. The 
report highlighted the town's existing problems with infrastructure, in particular in transport and parking and out-of-
character infill development. This has already impacted severely on the town, and is not sustainable - certainly not if 
larger-scale development were to be proposed. The physical geography of the town severely limits our options to 
improve the situation. The Green Belt surrounding Beaconsfield puts an essential break on sprawling development of 
the kind that has essentially joined Loudwater to Wycombe. Even small relicts of Green Belt can play a critical role, as is 
recognised in Arup's analysis eg of the small parcel of land to the west of Holtspur. The Green Belt around our town is 
valued and valuable amenity not only for residents but also for visitors from large connurbations, including London. I 
support the continuing protection of Green Belt along the A40 corridor to the south of Beaconsfield east of the Old 
Town, primarily because of its important function in reducing pollution from the M40. Removing protection will drive 
ribbon development along this stretch of road, impacting on the Holtspur community and having a very detrimental 
efect on the approach to the historic Old Town. The land forms an important wildlife corridor and contributes positively 
to the green environment of the town. I support the sensitive development of the Wilton Park area to provide 
parkland, community and sporting facilities of benefit to the town. However, I do not support the removal of Green 
Belt status for the land to the west and north of this development. Infill would damage the semi-rural character of this 
town boundary, and encourage further sprawl by weakening the case for Green Belt protection of the relict areas of 
land created as noted in the Arup report. As stated above, even small patches of Green Belt can have considerable 
value to the community, providing a break in the urbanised landscape. I do not support the development of the area 
north of the M40 intersection and east of the Old Town either for housing or light industrial use, as it would have a 
serious impact on the semi-rural approach to this historic town. Development on either side of the Old Town would 
damage its historic character, leaving it surrounded by semi-urban sprawl and breaking its link to the natural landscape 
which is also part of its history. I strongly support the need for affordable housing in our area, knowing that young 
professionals as well as lower wage earners struggle to find anywhere to live/rent. Lack of affordable housing already 
makes it very difficult to recruit teaching staff to local schools, for example. I understand the argument that the high 
cost of land in Beaconsfield makes it more rational to build affordable housing where better value for money can be 
achieved, but I believe that every town needs a mixed community to thrive. Finally, I support the continuing release of 
key evidence documents such as the Green Belt Assessment report. This is valuable in making the decision-making 
process as transparent as possible to the public. I hope this will continue so that I and other residents can gain a proper 
understanding of the evidence base for decisions that affect our future. Of particular importance will be full analyses of 
the sustainability of our water and waste and transport infrastructures. 

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. 

Rep3620 The obvious concerns are regarding the Green Belt. A big part of the plan is to test the sites in relation to the Green  The Local Plan will need to 
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Sylvie Lowe Belt policy. It still remains a fact that the Green Belt is still fulfilling its intention of:- 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; Many of the sites suggested would strongly contravene the policy. It would make 
more sense to build in already populated areas and build flats or high rise building which accommodate more people 
but using less land. Building where there are railway Station and businesses would also prevent more traffic on local 
roads. Considerations should be given to areas already stretched by HGVs and current expansions as is the case in Iver 
with the WRATH, Crossrail, Heathrow expansion and HS2. Iver and Iver Heath are currently the chosen route for the 
HS2 traffic with a potential of 750 lorries per day for the next 18 months.I am aware that this plan spans 20 years but 
there are some very real and lasting projects aimed at the Ivers. I would also like to remind the District Council that in 
first Pinewood Studios Public Inquiry Mrs Ava Woods, the Public Inspector gave unsustainabilty as one of her reason for 
refusing the project. This involved 1400 houses as part of Steetscapes. The road infracture, the water pressure, the lack 
of secondary education and the pressure on the local hospital could not cope. Council owned land such as the Iver 
Heath Fields which are part of the community life should be kept for the benefit of the community. many local 
residents belong to the Friends of Iver Heath Fields and form working parties to clear ditches and remove ragwort 
every summer. I do understand the need to expand and build but what kind of a world will we hand over to the next 
generations if we concrete all the green spaces? 

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. 

Rep3621 Mr 
John Smithson 

 Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, 
on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint 
Local Plan process? 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. We need a mix of housing to reflect the ageing population and for the 
younger age group. More luxury homes are not needed. Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, 
particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites 
should be added? The site marked in Appendix 4 in CSG is not 'built up'. Although HELAA recommends that sites for less 
than five dwelling should be excluded, we believe that such sites should be considered in a small community, and that 
sufficient numbers of such sites could meet a suitable and appropriate target without major developments being 
needed. HELAA also excludes sites within functional flood plains, so the sites near the River Misboume should not be 
included in the plan. 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? There may be infill areas in 'built up areas' in the village; these 
smaller pockets ofland within the village would be suitable for smaller development. See Question 2. Question 4: Do 
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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. I agree with the approach which 
protects the Green Belt and AONB. 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? I agree that options listed should be considered. We object to the "village extensions" which are out 
of proportion to the present housing population and in the Green Belt. Question 6: Do you have comments on 
individual options generally or specific settlements of site options that could be part of these options? The suggested 
extension to Chalfont St Giles in Appendix 4 is totally inappropriate as it is in an Environment Agency designated flood 
plain, it is in the Green Belt and AONB. The proposals will have a negative impact on the key purposes of the green belt, 
which was established for the following reasons and remain appropriate: • To check the unrestricted sprawl of large 
built up areas. Building on this area would be "urban sprawl" into the countryside. * 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. The centre of Chalfont St Giles is protected by a Conservation Area. • To 
assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land . The plot in Appendix 4 is 
nether derelict nor urban. This area is alongside the public footpath to Amersham much used by residents and visitors. 
Furthermore the proposed development of New lands Park will add a significant load to the infrastructure 
requirements of the village. Any development between the two communities will undermine one of the purposes of 
the Green Belt to prevent neighbouring towns trom merging into one another. Question 7: Do you have comments on 
the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/ South Bucks? Expansion in Aylesbury Vale will reduce the load on other 
parts of Bucks. It would be valuable ifthere was a matching expansion of employment in Aylesbury Vale area to reduce 
traffic movement in the County. To reiterate, we need housing that is affordable for elderly and young; not luxury 
homes. Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable 
housing need? Where permission is given for housing development, emphasis should be placed on smaller more 
affordable homes, not large expensive properties that tend to be favoured by some developers. Question 9: Do you 
have any comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? We 
need to consider the issues of access and infrastructure support. I recommend expanding present lawful sites. there 
are no obvious optional sites in Chalfont St Giles. Question 10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet 
specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? Accommodation for the elderly 
is needed in the village as a priority. There is none at present. The building of small sheltered accommodation would 
encourage elderly to move within the community they know and love, thus relieving housing for families - without the 
need of new build. Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy - for example views on our local heritage 
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assets, QOw heritage contributes to quality oflife and our sense of place and community? The heritage of Chaltont St 
Giles and Jordans 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 which 
encourage visitors to the village. Visitors used the local hostelries and shops thus helping the local economy. The village 
centre is protected by a Conservation Area. Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage 
assets that should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important locally? The Chiltem Way footpath, the 
village pond and path. r recommend protecting the local meadows: Stone Meadow and Silsden, both are used annually 
for our large Village Country Show. 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. The playing fields, the allotments 
and the fields either side of the Misboume are all most important well used leisure facilities. Question 14: Do you have 
any nominations for Local Measures? As above: We recommend protecting the local meadows: Stone Meadow and 
Silsden Meadow, both being used annually for our large Village Country Show. Question 15: Do you have a view on the 
scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7. I do not understand the question. Question 16: Do you have any comments 
on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and ClL? This is an absolutely key issue. 
The agreed development at Newlands Park will have a very large impact on the infrastructure requirements for both 
Chalfont St Giles and Chalfont St Peter - as will any development between the two communities. Chalfont St Giles 
cannot absorb any other major housing development without correct, serious study of the basic infrastructure services 
needed. This would include: schooling, medical services, transport (including through road networks) and water and 
sewage facilities. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the 
preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new loint Local 
Plan will need to address? At any development there is a need to make public transport, walking and cycling easy to do 
and to make unnecessary 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. 

Rep3622 Mr 
Roland Turner 

Stoke Poges being a relatively small village, and very close to the neighbouring town of Slough, needs to be protected 
by our green belt from encroachment by Slough (being one ofthe five NPPF criteria for the function of the Green Belt) 
and we feel that the land identified by SBDC being the area bounded by Park Road, Grays Park Road and West End 
Lane, performs a very strong Green Belt function when measured against the NPPF criteria and therefore it should 
retain the Green Belt designation and should not be released for future development. In opening up this Green Belt, we 
feel the Council would be in breach ofthe NPPF9, para. 79 which states that the fundamental aim of the Green Belt 
policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. The proposed land is also extensively used as an 
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amenity area by many residents for walking, jogging, exercising their dogs etc., and also supports a diverse range 
wildlife and plants and development of this area would devastate the flora and fauna of the village, forever. We also 
need to protect our historic heritage and we agree with the SPPC in the belief that the proximity of the Thomas Gray 
Memorial and the important historic landscape between the Memorial and the village of Stoke Poges has not been 
taken into account. Gray's "Elergy in a Country Church Yard" is an incredibly significant piece of work which 
immortalises these views and is internationally recognised as one of the most important records of Pastorial England in 
the 1800's. Stoke Poges being a relatively small village we feel does not have a necessary infrastructure to be able to 
cope with potentially more than a thousand new residents, in particular the roads within the village, which can hardly 
cope with the present amount of traffic. We are also a village without a train station which we understand is desirable 
for the location of any new housing developments, so as this is an amenity we are unable to offer, then other areas 
near to public transport should be considered. We understand that more housing is needed but would prefer to see 
brownfield sites assessed for re-development prior to any greenbelt land being considered. With regard to the Parish 
Council's proposals, we agree that the development of the Bayer site is a viable option, being within the boundaries of 
the village and this would have no impact of Slough encroaching into our village. We however do not agree to the re-
development of the Plough Lane recreational ground as we feel this is a necessary amenity area for Stoke Poges 
residents and their children. We really hope you help protect our village and keep our Green Belt intact, not only for 
the current residents of Stoke Poges, but for the generations to come. 

Rep3623 Mr 
Henry Eilherts 
de Haan 

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 Doscument. 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 memebers and friends the enjoyment of 
playing gold 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 the existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and totally 
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 most important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrard's 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 sustanable 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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Rep3625 Mr 
Simon Bailey 

Q1 No specific comments. Q2 I'm unclear why three sites rejected at Stage 1 are now reinstated - SB0037, SB0048, 
SB0074 (Joint Local Plan 1.5 - sites previously d should not be taken forward. Farnham Park is a critical recreation area, 
however if it is underused, the southern part could be released for housing to create more of a focus around The Pump. 
However, land north of Farnham Park should remain green belt as a partial buffer to the northern expanse of Slough. 
Q3 Yes. Initial suggestions for additional sites/areas that could be considered within the Farnhams/Stoke Poges area, 
and outside the area are: land to the east of Blackpond Lane and either side of Crown Lane, but north of Farnham 
Common Nurseries: this would allow housing expansion to the east of Farnham Common but maintain a green buffer 
between Farnham Common and Slough. An aim of this planning exercise is to identify green belt land that could be 
freed up for housing and commercial use. In the case of the land identified in the draft plan between Farnham Royal 
and Farnham Common, converting its use to housing would almost eliminate any green space between Farnham Royal 
and Slough and is thus unacceptable. Q4 It makes sense for Chiltern and South Bucks to present a joint plan in the 
interests of efficiency. Page 27 - Core Policy 1 refers to avoiding impact on Burnham Beeches. The importance of 
maintaining a significant a green buffer from Slough should have at least greater importance. Although page 33 (3.2.25) 
refers to land around Richings Park being deficient, the cost of upgrading the land to provide housing, although 
significant, is likely to be outweighed by the financial and practical benefits of being by a strategic rail service at Iver 
and the relative ease to bring in infrastructure compared to many other sites. And this is without knowing whether 
Heathrow will be expanded - if it were to be, this area would rise significantly in prominence and economic benefit. Q5 
A major consideration is to maintain the overall 'shape' of both Farnham Common and Royal during any planned 
expansion - each has a centre (The Pump and Farnham Common shops) and each should be the geographical centre for 
planning the next 20 years. I support the consideration of a mixed strategy to review development opportunities, but 
relocation of local recreational areas to less sustainable locations means extra congestion and pollution. This is also the 
case for small local businesses and offices where extra congestion and pollution would be caused out of proportion to 
any possible benefits. I support our Parish Council with the need to ensure Special Areas of Character should become 
more important as changes happen elsewhere. At a wider level, far better would be to concentrate development 
around the CrossRail station of Iver/Richings Park (see above), where there is a large area of land that could 
accommodate over a thousand properties, and also around Burnham and Taplow stations, where there is significant 
under-used land that could accommodate many hundreds of properties. These areas benefit from better rail and road 
links than Farnham Royal and much less congestion as they alongside the A4. A recent survey relating to alternatives 
sites for the Khalsa secondary school identified 63 brownfield sites within the borough of Slough that could be 
potentially released for use such as housing. At a smaller level, there are a many small brownfield sites within the 
Farnham Royal parish that could be converted to housing use without impinging on the current green belt. The policy 
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of maintaining a defensible boundary needs to be applied to all settlements. I believe the Green Belt should be 
strengthened by this process, not reduced and weakened. I would also raise regarding employment opportunities that 
the analysis does not take full account of the change that is happening in the work place with people working from 
home.   This trend is not recognised and is real, since commuting to London is harder if one lives more than a mile from 
a train station.    Q6 As mentioned above, the Green Belt buffer to the south of Farnham Common and north of 
Farnham Royal must be preserved to avoid destroying a community by 1,000 cuts.  This area includes Farnham Park 
and the area above, encompassed by Parsonage Lane. I would also register my objection to development in this upper 
area. Previous considerations of development have been strongly refused by the Highways Agency due to the lack of 
safe and reasonable access to the A355 and within.  There is adequate buffer to the east and west and also the north, 
so encroachment out from Farnham Common in these three directions may be acceptable if the 'shape' of the village 
remains   Q7 Aylesbury Vale has expanded east wards towards Waddesden creating hundreds of homes on virgin land - 
a similar exercise could be achieved at Richings Park, to achieve over 2,000 dwellings.  I support the work the Chilterns 
and South Bucks have done to consider how to plan for managing the unmet needs with the reference to Aylesbury 
Vale. Here the Duty to Cooperate is working, in keeping with the nature and character of the respective regions.   Q8 I 
am doubtful that development within Farnham Common/ would realistically produce affordable housing, as outlined in 
the documents. This is a problem for South Bucks generally due to house price affordability. Truly affordable housing is 
more likely to be achieved in a 'virgin-from-scratch' large scale new development covering many hectares, such as 
around Richings Park, where low-rise flat complexes could benefit from economies of scale to reduce building costs to 
socially affordable levels.   Q9 Caravan sites near Burnham Beeches seem not be sustainable and should be developed 
for other uses, as well as protecting the area, see Q3 response above.  Q10  There probably needs to be more specialist 
elderly accommodation, such as Farnham Common House and the proposed MacCarthy & Stone development opposite 
Forge Drive in FC. However this can only be in Farnham Common, as there are shops.   Q11 The amount of open space 
needs to be protected and balanced within the Farnhams. We are provided for to the north west by Burnham Beeches 
and the south by Farnham Park and these and the surrounding borders are key to the character and feel of the 
Farnhams.  Q12 None locally - Hedgerley has some historically important areas.  Q13 Existing green space needs 
protecting and made more use of.    Q14 This needs significant attention as the A355 is now a major cut through built 
into haulage and logistics companies’ business model - it is slightly more economic for them to avoid the M25 by using 
the A355 but at a huge environment and financial cost to anyone living or travelling locally between the M4 and M40.  
10 ton plus lorries should be banned from this stretch of the A355.   Q15 No comment at this stage.  Q16 In conjunction 
with Q14 response, the 500m safeguarding zone of the Burnham Beeches Special Area of Conservation is, clearly the 
congestion and pollution of the A355 is at odds with this strategy.    Q17 The short response timescale and lack of 
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publicity was disingenuous.   It was unacceptable and inconsiderate enough for SBDC and FRPC to 'dump' such an 
important document without prior publicity upon the community and expect coherent answers within four weeks. It 
was worse that there was almost zero publicity once consultation was invited, so most of the few that did hear about it 
only were aware because a handful of clued-up individuals got into action very quickly, and not from the parish or 
district council.  By the time they had reacted and spread the word, a week was left. 

Rep3636 Ms 
Sarah Restall 

In relation to the above plan please see below my concerns. 1. Erosion of the Green Belt. 2. Increase of traffic 2.1. 
Pollution 2.2. Noise 2.3. Road surface damage 2.4. Increase in accident risk 3. Erosion of the AONB status 3.1. Reduction 
of tourist revenue 4. Disturbance to local wildlife 4.1. Requirement for significant consultation with wildlife experts to 
risk assess impact. 5. Impact on infrastructure 5.1. Lack of evidence of future planning and risk and consultation with 
relevant agencies, eg, CCG’s. 5.1.1. Schools capacity – primary and secondary, including staffing. 5.1.2. Emergency 
services capacity 5.1.3. Health and Social Care capacity 6. Erosion of social and cultural fabric of local communities. 7. 
Increase risk of crime and impact on prevention and management strategies. 8. Merging of villages – lack of distinction 
and identity. It would seem that there are innumerate considerations regarding the safety, wellbeing and heart of our 
local environments that this current plan has not addressed. This is of grave concern to me as I live today and for the 
future generations of this local 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.  
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 

Rep3640 Mr 
Francis Hayes 

We only heard about the potential plans through a by chance social meeting. I think it is important that SBDC 
communicates better in the future with its residence in the area on such important plans that effect all of us. Due to 
the limited time, most of my answers are the same or similar to those put forward by Stoke Park Avenue Residence 
Association. In response to the questions posed we comment as follows:- Q1 We take these analyses at face value as 
presented to be correct. Q2 We have commented on the deliverability in our following responses. The overall planning 
of the Green Belt must look to a longer term than the relatively short term needs of the 2036 targets. Q3 Yes. I have 
identified these as follows: i) The area to the South of the M40 to the East of Beaconsfield Services. This long stretch of 
land has a good main road linking to the A355 and the Motorway Junction. I would suggest that this may allow a 
significant development of housing and employment development, including facilities to support the Infrastructure and 
should be investigated further. ii) Part development of the Farnham Common Car Park, important to main sufficient car 
parking for local shoppers and visitors, but see the potential to develop an area for flats or similar. iii) The Car Wash, 
located at the edge of the Farnham Common shops, could be an ideal location for an Older Person’s residence 
development. With close proximity to the local amenities and a bus stop directly outside, I believe there could be scope 
to relocate the current business and use this site to help provide suitable accommodation for our older residents. iv) I 
would also suggest that relocating the Village Halls in both Farnham Royal and Farnham Common to, say, Farnham Park 
could also be of benefit in providing another option for accommodation for Older People close to the Farnham 
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Common village centre while at the same time, provide the Village with a better social facility, with better parking and 
access. The Farnham Royal village hall could also be developed into apartments of maximum two bedrooms with some 
one bedroom accommodation. v) There are many fields currently unused behind Swallow Road in Iver Heath which 
could be fully developed into a mix of affordable houses and also 1, 2 and 3 Bedroom link detached and semi-detached 
houses. This site could provide 1500+ living dwellings without removing sports and other amenities and much of this 
land is sitting idle being wasted and in some cases the owners are having to pay to keep the weeds and bushes from 
becoming overgrown. vi) Wood Lane Iver is another area that lends itself to provide housing and this will have little 
impact on the enjoyment of the houses opposite which are set well back from the main road. vii) Whilst golf is a sport 
from which many people derive lots of pleasure and important exercise, I do feel that there are not only several private 
golf clubs in the area over which SBDC has little or zero control, there seem to be more public courses in the region. I 
know that this is likely to be controversial but we do need these extra dwellings and to drive a few miles to another 
public golf course in the area seems a much fairer price to pay than using Farnham Park and similar multi-sports used 
sites and the golfing facilities will still be available in plentiful way in the SBDC area. Q4 The Joint Local Plan approach 
should not override the particular characteristics and opportunities presented locally. In other words let us not forget 
that each area needs to be judged on its own merits. Q5 There is merit in appraising all opportunities and moving 
forward with a mix of these. A Increased density and existing development opportunities must be explored and a 
sustainable, mixed development strategy adopted that is opposed to a zoned approach. It is not acceptable to relocate 
open recreation areas so that they are in a less sustainable location. Similarly there is no point converting small locally 
accessible and sustainably accessible office to housing and then asking people to drive miles to a business park. We 
must have integrated uses. We are concerned that the current vision by the District Council separates housing 
development away from job creation development. B Special Areas of Character will become more important as 
changes happen elsewhere. We should be looking to designate more areas of special character to preserve and 
enhance the environment whilst looking for development opportunities within that framework of character. C We have 
serious concerns about accepting additional requirements from outside areas. It cannot be that an area can expand 
beyond its ability to provide for. Or in other words how can Slough have a requirement for housing that it cannot 
accommodate? Slough can trade its needs with other District Councils such as Aylesbury Vale where capacity exceeds 
demands even after the 2036 developments have taken place. The concept of moving your housing needs to your next 
door neighbours is very likely to destroy the Green Belt, encourage encroachment and in our case undermine the 
natural environment of Burnham Beeches. D The key concern of the Parish is the prevention of the encroachment of 
Slough northwards and serious and substantial buffers need to be maintained in perpetuity to prevent the subjugation 
of Farnham Royal and Farnham Common into the encroachment of Slough. E On questions CD&E we ask the Council to 
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consider the environmental points made by Burnham Beeches and the Corporation of London all of which are 
supported by the Parish Council. F N/A G The policy of maintaining a defensible boundary needs to be applied to all 
settlements. H Infilling and intensification of existing developed Green Belt sites should ONLY be considered where 
they do not fulfill the primary function of the Green Belt, i.e. that of preventing encroachment. In all other areas 
stricter policies to return space to its open nature should be pursued. I Yes. Providing that the Green Belt buffer is 
strengthened by this process. J N/A K This misses the point of achieving sustainable zoning. Employment must be 
integrated with housing and not located remotely. Yes intensify existing industrial estates but prioritise the retention of 
commercial space within immediate reach of the workforce. See response to 5 A above. L Of Course. A sustainable and 
integrated mix of uses. Including commercial, private and social housing. The strategy must strengthen the purpose of 
the retained Green Belt Q6 Yes. In relation to Farnham Common and Farnham Royal. The Green Belt buffer to the 
south of Farnham Common and north of Farnham Royal must be preserved in its effect. That is to say some of the area 
identified to the north of the Farnham Park public open space could be released for development with Farnham Park 
area retained and strengthened as the Green Belt Buffer to the east of the A355. At the same time the West of the 
A355 opposite Farnham Park should be strengthened in its role as a buffer zone. Opportunities for intensification exist 
immediately within the heart of Farnham Common. 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. Q7 We have serious concerns over the suggestion that needs can be transferred to 
neighbouring Councils. As previously stated there is something wrong in the way that these are arrived at if they are 
not based upon the resources of the Council. Or in plain English if one were to decide to have a larger family it would 
not, logically, entitle you to compulsorily purchase next door’s back garden to extend your house. The Council should 
not take this as opportunity to release their own land which is how it appears to the many in relation to Farnham Park 
for example. First priority must be given to maintaining the outdoor open recreation space and consideration only 
given if more accessible, better located space is provided. For example private golf courses do not replace the function 
of parks. The use of Farnham Park provides an invaluable amenity for the Parish and wider area. The Park includes a 
play area (for toddlers and youth aged up to 13) provided with Lottery funds and matched parish council funds 
following consultations which identified the need for play facilities in the area. It has also become the national centre 
for Softball and Baseball which are rapidly growing sports for all ages. These are in additional to the popular sports 
pitches for football rugby and cricket. Such amenities all support the Government’s initiatives to bring down levels of 
obesity and improve the health of the population. Q8 Councils need to start providing affordable housing and driving 
the process. They have the opportunity to recover funds through CIL (and have done for a long time). This must be 
recovered and used to fund Council led developments. Q9 I am not clear as to the level of expansion being considered 
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for the Orchards, Chalfont St Peter and what balance would therefore need to be fulfilled. I would object to any further 
development or additions in or around Burnham Beeches. This goes against the statements made throughout the Local 
Plan and associated documents, where the principle to retain the character of Burnham Beeches is a priority. Clearly 
this is important to ensure the area for locals and the 600K+ annual visitors. Q10 We understand L&Q are planning to 
build private housing on the land where Verdon Court (sheltered housing for the elderly) now stands and using the 
funds raised to provide social housing - but specifically not social housing for the elderly - elsewhere. Indeed they are 
systematically closing a number of other such housing accommodation for the elderly and the days of sheltered 
accommodation appear to be limited. This is a cause of great concern given we are told the population is ageing. As 
raised before, I believe there is an opportunity to consider a housing development near the local shops in Farnham 
Common on the current site occupied by the Car Wash. Also Farnham Common village hall could be converted into 
apartments for the elderly with its close proximity to the shops etc. I do not believe the suggestion options 
encompassing Farnham Park would not provide any benefit to older residents as the location of the shops, public 
transport are not within a short walk. Generally it seems to be the case that the whole system of provision for the 
elderly is fundamentally changing. We believe that this is an issue that must be given some priority when developing 
the new Local Plan and we would wish to be further involved in any consultations on this issue. 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. Farnham 
Royal and Farnham Common have unique cultural heritages. It is therefore important to ensure these two villages 
retain their separate cultural and historical identities by maintaining as much of the Green belt buffer zone as is 
possible. The amount of open space needs to be balanced in the Parish we are provided for to the north west by 
Burnham Beeches and the south by Farnham Park. Q12 There are individual heritage assets that we continue to 
identify in the villages of the District Council such as the Hemmingford group on Old Beaconsfield Road. There are also 
areas of ancient woodland for example in Ingrams Copse in Farnham Common. Q13 Farnham Royal and Farnham 
Common are under provided with public open green space. Temple Dell and Kingsway Green, The Pump, the FCSC 
sports field and Farnham Park are all required to sustain the growing community that we have. There are areas of 
privately owned green space that we would like to be considered for designation as green space such as the land at the 
southern corner of the A355 and Church Lane in Farnham Royal. Q14 I would like to see the following included or 
emphasized more in the Joint Local Plan. i) Traffic Calming and Management. The A355 is overloaded already, in 
particular during rush hours and also, late at night, when the road is used as a cut through and drivers tend to exceed 
the speed limits. ii) As mentioned previously, I believe the Farnhams need to be supported by a better “Village Hall” 
facility, ideally located within Farnham Park, where there is already parking and close to recreational areas. The “new” 
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hall could be developed to consider a wide range of additional uses including local theatre, indoor sports such as indoor 
bowls, badminton (suitable for older and younger residents) as well as the societies, groups, activity and fitness 
coaches. iii) The impact on the local wildlife in and around the Farnhams and in to Burnham Beeches needs to be 
considered in more depth. The Joint Local Plan has little detail on this and I believe it is critical to ensure that any 
impact is minimal and preserving the local and visiting wildlife is treated as a priority within and surrounding our green 
areas! Q15 Some account needs to be taken of “joined up thinking” between central government and local policies. It 
makes no sense to lose the small business in the village centre to flats and then wonder where we are going to find 
space to locate them next. Q16 CIL should be introduced for all qualifying development and it is easy to take a 
precedent from the London Boroughs. The purpose is to provide the infrastructure for the increased development and 
the Parish is prepared to play its part in implementing those areas within its remit. For example affordable housing, 
increased health provision for primary care schools and transport links. Q17 The current process should be used to 
strengthen the Council’s position and become stricter on deviations from it. The Council is seen as toothless in the face 
of Developers – particularly there is a perception that the desire to avoid litigation costs influences decisions taken on 
both applications and enforcement issues. The Council must rise to the challenge to ensure that its policies are 
implemented.  

Rep3641 Miss 
Pamela 
Clatworthy 

I object to the suggestion by Stoke Poges Parish Council of the Bayer site for the following reasons. Houses on the site 
will mean cars I do not accept that this can happen without causing serious overloading of local roads and particularly 
along Duffield Lane. Parking for the Stoke Poges School already causes congestion at certain times of the day. The road 
safety implications are significant and unacceptable. Building on this site would requirte removal of a significant 
number of mature trees. This land is in places below the level of Duffield Lane and has always been a natural drainage 
area from large areas of Higher ground in the vicinity. Any alteration of this situation could cause unpredictable results 
on the local areas surface water drainage. 

  

Rep3686 Jill 
Bell 

My comments relate to the consideration for release of 2 parcels of land. One to the west of the A412 from Deadman's 
Lane to Church have bordered on the north by Wexham Park Lane (Area 1) and secondly the area of land south of 
George Green either side of George Green Road which appears to go down to the border with Slough Borough 
Council's area. (Area 2) Green Belt Area 1 and Area 2 are currently in the green belt. Para 80 of the NPPF states 5 
purposes for a green belt designation and these areas satisfy 3 of them: - to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built 
up area. Both Areas 1 and 2 are adjacent to bult up areas Langley for Area 2 and Wexham Court Estate and Wexham 
Park Hosptial for area 2. - to prevent neighbourinh towns merging into one another. The release of these areas would 
effectively merge George Green with Slough and for Area 2 would extend the built up area right up to the land which 
forms part of the Blade Park and Langley Park areas. - to assist in safegarding the countryside from encroachment. 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. 
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2 is partly agricultural land and such land is recogmised as a vital economic resource for food security and soil 
protection. Part of Area 2 is in a Zone 3 and a flood designation area and retention of the ability to absorb rain water is 
an important function for both Areas 1 and 2 as the watercourse goes through both areas. - Para 83 of the NPPF states 
that "once established green belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances". No such 
circumstances have been made out in this consultation document. Protecting the Green Belt encourages regeneration 
of previously developed and brownfield land in urban areas. It's well known that developers have substantial areas of 
land in their ownership but are choosing not to develop them. Areas 1 and 2 are ownership but are choosing not to 
develop them. Areas 1 and 2 are not brownfield and should not be sacrificed to allow developers to continue their 
practice of land banking. Areas 1 and 2 have a significant role in storing carbon and protecting flooding. Para 85 of the 
NPPF talks of defining boundaries clearly using physical features that are readily recognisable. At the moment in Area 1, 
we have Wexham Park Lane and Church Lane as recognisable boundaries and in Area 2 the Grand Union Canal (Slough 
Area) provides a clear boundary between the built up area and the rural area of Middle Green. That part of Area 3 east 
of Middle Green Lane and in the Colne Valley Regional Park which has its own objectives which would not be realised if 
this area was excluded. There is also a large area of that land east of Middle Green Lane which was filled with domestic 
refuse and so is unlikely to be suitable for housing development. Another consideration is infrastructure. Although the 
bridges over the railway have been rebuilt for Crossrail both of them from Area 2 into Langley are single track and 
traffic light controlled so access to this area would be through George Greem onto the A412 and the roads are not 
sufficient. There are insufficient school places for children in the area and no local doctors surgeries. In March 2015, the 
Prime Minister declared that protecting the Green Belt is paramount. The Conservative Manifesto said Ministers 
attached great importance to the Green Belt and will maintain exisiting levels of protection. Bucks CC is supposed to be 
a conservative council so it's difficult to see how they can envisage reducing the green belt area so drastically in 
Wexham. 

Rep3688 Mr 
Michael 
Beasley 

I am writing with regard to the Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036). Having attended the 
meeting in Chesham Town Hall on 25th February, when the Local Plan and its effect on Chesham was discussed, I would 
appreciate the Planning Policy Team taking into their consideration that the following idea which is concerned with the 
building of the thousand new homes in the town. If the majority of new homes were to be well planned, spacious 
apartments of solid construction with effective sound proofing and elegant design then surely people would be more 
willing and happy to live in apartments. The benefits of a building of good quality are numerous. Residents would live in 
an environment where they would not have to hear the neighbours television set, footfalls, voices and a host of other 
intrusive noises which can lead to disputes, great stress, interrupted sleep, illness and misery. In addition, the building 
of goof quality apartments would surely result in the improved mental health and well being of the residents who 
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would not be subjected to external noise and disturbance and consequently fewer working days would be lost through 
illness and stress. These apartments could be designed to accommodate the increasing number of people living alone, 
as well as young couples buying for the first time, and families, as apartments could be of different sizes to suit all 
needs. Also, hopefully, people could actually afford to buy them. The construction of apartments in Chesham would 
take up less space and so help to preserve the 'green belt.' I put this single proposal forward for consideration as it is, 
quite rightly, generally believed that most flats and apartments are undesirable homes in this country due to the 
extemely low quality of their construction. I have lived in such flats and have suffered the consequences which many 
people in our society are forced to live with. This is an important issue as for too long substandard housing had blighted 
communities and should no longer be acceptable in a modern society. There is absolutely no reasons why apartments 
cannot be well built, elegantly designed and properly sound proofed at a minimal extra cost but with considerable long 
term benefits for the residents and the community. I believe people would want to live in such apartments and perhaps 
many housing issues might be resolved as a consequence of building them in Chesham.  

Rep3689 Mr 
Christopher 
Cope 

As a long-time resident of the Bath Road section of Parcel 90 in the iminent evaluation of the Green Belt. My family and 
I wish to object, in the strongest possible terms, to the apparent down-grading of this part of the Green Belt to a 
category 3 in importance. We strongly believe that this area serves the vital purpose of seperating towns and 
preventing an ugly and featureless urban sprawl. To our knowledge, this has always been seen as the main function of 
the Green Belt. In these circumstances we are a a loss to understand why this area has slipped to a category 3, without 
any form of public consutation or survey that has come our knowledge. We also feel that, with the upcoming 
developments due this area, we will have proportionately more than fulfilled our responsibilities to the current call for 
more housing, to the point that the already well overburdened infrastructure will become unable to cope. 

  

Rep3690 Mr 
Zoraber Rai 

Responses to the questions in the Consultation Document, using the same numbering, as follows: 1. There is no clarity 
on the definition of "best-fit". The meaning of "best-fit" needs to be defined before anyone can be asked to comment 
on the definition of the housing and functional economic market areas. 2. Needed to look at the Arup report to assess 
this, but the complete Arup report is not available on your website - only pages 1-71, so the Councils have not provided 
us with the materials to make an assessment of this. In any event, Arup does not recommend 4 out of 5 of the 
proposed sites in and around Gerrards Cross and therefore these areas should be taken out of the Local Plan. 3. 
Greenbelt land in/around should not be considered for development as there is a risk of Gerrards Cross merging with: - 
Stoke Poges, Slough and Windsor at one point; - Tatling End, Denham and Uxbridge at another point; - Chalfont St Peter 
at another; and - possibile Seer Green, the Jordans and Beaconsfield at another point. 4. I appreciate the need for 
development, but Gerrards Cross is already very congested. Theschool run is already very difficult and, in some 
instances, children's safety has been at risk. (I comment on the Gerrards Cross Church of England School, but I imagine 

 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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it is the same for the other schools in and around Gerrards Cross). Consequently, I believe that while Joint Local Plan 
Visions and Objectives may look great on paper, there is very little experiential knowledge that goes into these. They 
require more experiential knowledge. However, as so many people come into work from the outside Gerrards Cross, if 
more office space in GX is to be created, then the transport links need to be improved. There used to be an excellent 
bus service from Slough a few years ago - this was stopped resulting in fewer buses on a different route. It would 
therefore appear that things have not been/are not thought out throughly and holistically. 5. I cannot at this stage 
comment on the spatial strategy option or options, but believe thought needs to be given into where people work and 
already existing employment areas in the consideration of the options. A large number of people in Gerrards Cross 
work in London or Slough. The train service to London has deteriorated over the past years and the roads into Slough 
are becoming increasingly congested. The roads are in bad repair - our car has had a puncture from one pot holes 
which also damaged the alloy and we are not the only people in Gerrards Cross this happened to. Also, Gerrards Cross 
is in a "nook" with the M25 and M40 and the attendant pollution that goes with this. Consequently, Gerrards Cross 
should not be included in any of the development plans. 6. Gerrards Cross should be left out of development plans due 
to the reasons above and the following: - There is no doctor's surgery/medical centre in Gerrards Cross; - there is only 
one state school in Gerrards Cross and in past years, children living in Gerrards Cross have not been able to get into the 
school due to high demand; - pressures on the public sewer system; - traffic congestion; - increasingly deteriorating 
public transport links. 7. Plot 47B under consideration for housing is an area of some historical interest. The Cannon 
Meadow Cottages are a pair of houses built before WW2 for farm workers and they pre-date the designation of Green 
Belt in South Bucks which took place in 1954/55. The field is farmed and the farmer grew up in one of the houses. It is 
top quality green belt farm land. The land is currently feeding a herd of beef cattle, has been grazed by rare breeds as 
well as dairy cows and many calves have been born on the site. In previous years it has been used to farm wheat, 
maize, beans, sunflowers and grass for hay - it is good versatile land. There is an abundance of wildlife linking to 
Bulstrode Park on the other side of the A40 which is (grade 2 listed) registered park and garden. This land is also close 
to ‘The Camp’ and highly likely to have relics from the Roman era beneath its soil. Development on these fields would 
damage overall beautiful vistas of chiltern countryside, a natural asset to the edge of urban 8.Bull Lane is used as a cut 
through between GX & CSP by cars, heavy lorries and school coaches - people avoid the Tescos traffic lights and the 
lane serves 5 local schools Maltmans, Gayhurst & Thorpe House (all private schools) St Josephs ( one of CSP’s 3 junior 
schools) and the Community College a school which has 1800 pupils travelling from all over the area. These schools are 
continually expanding. The surface of Bull Lane is very poor due to the level of traffic and is rarely repaired. our 
suspicion is that the drains and sewers are damaged under the road as flooding occurs with minimal rain. There is very 
little pavement on the lane, cyclists and pedestrians are at high risk danger in this narrow lane with blind corners and 
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poor visibility. There are limited roads crossing the railway and any development to 47B would inevitably result in 
increased use of the lane which is at breaking point. It would also add to other already congested roads in the area and 
through the centre of GX. 9. I do not, at this moment, have the expertise to comment on how the needs of Gypsies, 
Travellers and Travelling Showpeople can be met. However, again the local existing infrastructure needs to be taken 
into accounts and local peoples experiential knowledge before considering options. 10. I am not, at this stage, able to 
comment on this. 11. I feel very strongly that local heritage assets increase the quality of life and our sense of place and 
community. For instance, my children are fascinated by the fact the The Camp was a Roman Camp. Discussing East and 
West Common, what commons were originally for, and Berkeley Cottage (originally a hunting lodge on East Common) 
with them is really interesting and this is just on the way to school! So, local heritage assets can really help us feel a 
part of the community we live in and take pride in it. 12. Much of the Arts and Crafts architecture in Gerrards Cross is 
really interesting and forms part of our heritage, but I appreciate this cannot be protected! I have not had the 
opportunity to examine which local heritage assets are protected or unprotected. 13. East and West Common in 
Gerrards Cross should have protection - although I'm sure they already do, but I have not had the opportunity to check 
this out. 14. I do not have the knowledge to comment on this. 15. Other than my comments above, I do not have the 
knowledge or expertise to comment on this at this stage. 16. The Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study needs to 
take into account local experiential knowledge and expertise. This has not been done to the extent that it should have 
been. 17. Again, local experiential knowledge and expertise needs to feed into the Joint Local Plan if you wish to get 
buy-in from the local residents. At the moment, a lot of people are very unhappy about the Joint Local Plan. Also, I 
heard from another resident that the "man in charge" is not willing to "work some overtime" to talk to people about 
"his" plans. If this is true, there is going to be rather a lot of ill-feeling locally.  

Rep3693 Mrs 
Melanie 
Phillips 

I have listed below my grave concerns having read the Chiltern and South Bucks Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) 
Incorporating Issues and Options document: Infrastructure The infrastructure in Little Chalfont is inadequate to support 
the current population levels for parking, schools (primary and secondary), medical facilities and roads and not just at 
peak times. Further development in or around the immediate vicinity of Little Chalfont, would adversely affect the 
character of the village. Traffic congestion would significantly increase if significant developments went ahead. The 
train services are currently overwhelmed for commuting into and out of London. It is notable that our residential 
streets including Chessfield Park, are filling up with cars parked by commuters who are unable/unwilling to pay for 
parking in the station car park – which incidentally is completely full by 8.30am. As a resident of Little Chalfont I was 
under the impression that I would have some say in ‘shaping my local community’. How am I permitted to have the 
opportunity to do this (as per the intentions of the ‘Local Plan’)? Our village, in the planning period April 2006-May2014 
has already accommodated 12.4% more zoning in development compared to surrounding areas. There is pressure on 
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housing which I accept and the increase in development in Little Chalfont to date has been in-fill and which has 
remained within the boundary of the village. Having said this, however, there has been no increase in infrastructure in-
line to cope. The surrounding lanes (Stony Lane and Bell Lane) are small and difficult to pass. Increased traffic 
congestion would result from either economic or residential development making driving even more hazardous. 
Westwood Park A key recreational asset for our village. This park is a well-used facility enjoyed in all weathers and in all 
seasons by families and sports teams alike – cricket, football, local cubs and scout groups as well as being a venue for 
our Little Chalfont Annual Village Summer Fair. I held the position of Scout Group Leader for many years in Little 
Chalfont and the facilities in the park and adjoining local woods area are a perfect resource that allows cubs and scouts 
to fulfil outdoor activities in safety. In addition, this park sits alongside one of the most beautiful parcels of land 
currently under review, which has a footpath leading directly through to Stony Lane. There is no public footpath on 
Stony Lane itself where passing places exist for vehicles on tight bends and corners. Walking is hazardous on this road 
and traffic is already congested here morning and evening which will inevitably get worse. Sustainability I am very keen 
to see the resulting responses to the environment agency’s consultation regarding the impact on the local rivers - 
Misbourne and Chess. In particular in relation to: - Ecology and biodiversity - Impact on Water Resources - Flood Risk in 
the local area Having completed a dissertation on ‘Flood Risk’ in a local town as part of my final degree at Oxford 
University, I am well versed in the potential for devastation and changes that result both up and down stream when 
development occurs. Green Belt From background reading, the Green Belt in Buckinghamshire was designated in 1954 
through the Buckinghamshire County Development Plan and the intention was that the land be retained as Green Belt 
and managed and protected as such moving forwards. Definition of Green Belt: “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.  Green Belt was intended to be a policy of constraint in specific areas 
whilst encouraging growth in other areas.  It is often quoted as being one of the UK’s most successful planning tools.”     
The availability of land for development must be influenced by its current designation and quality. I note that it is 
stated that 88% of Chiltern District Council is designated as Green Belt.  Green Belt was originally established to prevent 
the outward sprawl of, in our case, London.  Extenuating circumstances do allow for building on Green Belt land but   
general unmet housing need (as in this case)    should not, in my view, classify as exceptional circumstances for 
development in Green Belt.   It also appears to me that there is confusion in Buckinghamshire as to what constitutes 
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Green Belt land and how it should be evaluated.  What criteria should be met for land to be designated as Green Belt? 
If land has already been designated as Green Belt in 1954, it is encumbent on those looking after it to maintain and 
enhance it as such.  I think that we are duty bound to retain this designation for the future.   Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty Not only is the development area under question Green Belt land, but in addition, it is classified as an 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).  It is with great pride that 72% of the Chiltern District is also an AONB 
which has a level of protection equivalent to National Parks.  This must be taken into consideration when putting 
together local plans for development.    AONB is a valuable asset to all in the vicinity of Little Chalfont plus the many 
visitors this area attracts on an annual basis.  As more development is proposed, so the importance of Green Belt and 
AONB is increased in order to satisfy demand.  The development planned – economic and residential – would severely 
detract from this asset and go in direct contrast to the purpose of AONB which is to conserve and enhance the natural 
surroundings.  Many species including protected species such as glis glis, bats and badgers live in the areas under 
question and developing this habitat this would undeniably put these at risk. In Summary  My comments pertain to all 
the options put forward and I strongly oppose future development of any of the sites earmarked in the consultation.  
Little Chalfont should not be identified as a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’ as it cannot withstand the extra proposed 
development without detrimental effects to all aspects of the village stipulated above.   In particular with reference to 
land behind Chessfield Park and land west of Lodge Land and south of the railway, but also including land between 
Maplefield Lane and Snells Lane, land east of Finch Lane and land north and south of the A404 bordering Stony Lane 
and Church Grove.   

Rep3694 
Alexia Kemp 
Senior Planner 
Bell Cornwell 
LLP 

1. Introduction 1.1 We represent our client, Berkeley Strategic Land Limited and make the following submissions to the 
Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation Incorporating Issues and Options public consultation. Our client promotes land for 
residential development to the east of Beaconsfield Road, Farnham Common. The land has already been submitted to 
the Council as a suitable site for allocation through the plan process and has been given the reference ‘SB0037’ within 
the Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA), January 2016. 1.2 In respect of the HELAA, we 
note that a separate consultation is also taking place, welcoming further comments on the contents of the report 
and/or suggestions of any additional sites that should be included. As requested, we have submitted our comments to 
Chiltern District Council whilst also forwarding a copy directly via email to South Bucks District Council, along with a 
copy of these representations. 2. Response to Issues and Options Questions Response to Question 1: Do you have any 
comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, on the draft 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan 
process? 2.1 We have some concern in respect of the definition of the functional housing market areas and the lack of 
certainty which appears to exist. Whilst we agree that it is widely accepted that defining housing market areas is an 

Independent  analysis of the 
housing market area functional 
linkages concludes that the 
“best fit” for Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Plan area is with the 
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groupings do not change 
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through the plan making 
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incredibly complex task and that it is ultimately about creating a 'best fit' solution, there remains some uncertainty of 
the potential connectivity South Bucks has with East Berkshire. We therefore raise some concerns in this respect on the 
basis that it is clear that South Bucks must at least partly overlap a housing market area with East Berkshire. Whilst for 
Chiltern District the connectivity with this potential housing market area may be less, for South Bucks, and particularly 
the southern extent of the District, there must be undoubtedly close economic and housing market linkages with East 
Berkshire and Slough and Windsor and Maidenhead in particular. 2.2 The potential impact of the above is that housing 
need may not be properly apportioned to the Districts and we are concerned that the housing market area has been 
determined on the basis of county boundaries, which hold little significance in practice. 2.3 By separating Slough and 
South Bucks from forming a logical shared housing market area, any unmet needs from Slough or Windsor and 
Maidenhead would be likely to be sought to be addressed by other authorities within that housing market area first. It 
is clear that these areas are to the west, and therefore are unlikely to be where the majority of housing demand 
actually exists. With the main economic drive in this area being the proximity of London to the east, demand for 
housing is likely to respond to this. This relationship is recognised by the HEDNA and the conclusion noted at paragraph 
2.3 (c), which notes the strong market relationships between Chiltern / South Bucks and London and the need to 
consider the strongest market relationships outside of London. Due to the proximity of settlements such as Farnham 
Royal, Farnham Common, Burnham and Stoke Poges, which effectively fill the spatial gap between London Boroughs 
and East Berkshire authorities, this is a crucial area for the functions of the housing market area to be correctly 
established, and the treatment for overspill of unmet need addressed. 2.4 With the HEDNA having established the 
“strong market relationships” with London (paragraph 2.3 (c)) and it expectedly being concluded that it forms part of 
the “Berkshire housing and economic area” (paragraph 2.3a), it is critical that numbers arising from the Buckin  
Buckinghamshire HEDNA are used with caution. 2.5 The Berkshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment Final report 
(February 2016) somewhat contradicts the information provided within the Joint Local Plan Issues and Options 
consultation document (January 2016) at Paragraph 2.3 (f). The consultation document highlights that the Berkshire 
Authorities are undertaking their own studies “which may come to a different conclusion…for example they may 
conclude there are two housing market areas where an East Berkshire area may adjoin / partially overlap with South 
Bucks District”. Given that interim findings of the Berkshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment were made publically 
available in October 2015 and at that time already proposed an east and a west HMA (the former of which included 
South Bucks), it is questionable why the Issues and Options document merely floats this as an ‘example’ of what could 
happen. Additionally, the Berkshire SHMA Final Report confirms at paragraph 10.5 of its conclusions that South Bucks 
one way or another has always been included within the Berkshire HMA, whether as part of a whole area or an east / 
west approach, on the basis of strong evidence to support such definitions. Additionally, Appendix D of the Berkshire 
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SHMA, outlines previous consultation on the SHMA and sets out the objections which South Bucks have raised during 
April and May 2015. 3 2.6 Paragraph 10.6 meanwhile notes the characteristic high house prices which exist in Eastern 
Berkshire and South Bucks HMA as a result of the strength of migration and community flows with London. The 
Berkshire SHMA Final Report sets out an objectively assessed housing need annual figure for South Bucks of 376 
dwellings per annum. Meanwhile, neighbouring Slough has the highest identified need of all Berkshire authorities with 
a need for 927 dwellings per annum and the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead with the third highest 
identified need of 712 dwellings per annum. It is unlikely that Slough will meet its housing need due to constraints and 
that Windsor and Maidenhead will meet its own need without substantial Green Belt releases. Given the market links 
with these authorities, any arising shortfall must be delivered in accordance with how the housing market functions. 
Therefore, some of the additional demand from East Berkshire must be sought to be delivered within South Bucks 
where it is required, as opposed to being past to western Berkshire. 2.7 We note that paragraph 2.4 of the consultation 
document, states that the proposed ‘best fit’ approach “does not change the functional relationship between part of 
South Bucks and the Berkshire market area (or with London)” and that “there will remain important Duty to Co-operate 
relationships with Slough, Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead, London Borough of Hillingdon and Mayor of 
London”. Despite this we remain sceptical that once an authority considers that it has a full objectively assessed 
housing need figure identified, that the plan will progress solely on the basis of that figure without seeking to establish 
the crucial overlaps and functionality with areas which have fallen outside of its housing market area. 2.8 There is no 
doubt a housing market link exists between settlements. Additionally, there are also obvious links with the peripheral 
London authorities, which sit closely to the east (including London Borough of Hillingdon and even London Borough of 
Hounslow). If the HEDNA is to continue to operate separately to East Berkshire (and due to differing plan making 
arrangements, the London authorities), then the Duty to Cooperate must be carefully coordinated and it established 
accordingly whether potential unmet needs in these locations can be accommodated within South Bucks where the 
demand is likely to assist, rather than in the case of the Berkshire authorities, seeking to distribute any unmet needs 
elsewhere to the west. Additionally, ahead of any unmet need elsewhere being factored in, it must also be established 
whether the proposed South Bucks District need figure of 7,800 dwellings for the 2014-2036 plan period is reasonable. 
Taking a comparative view with the findings of the Berkshire SHMA, the South Bucks Issues and Options document 
identifies a need figure which is approximately 472 dwellings lower over the plan period as set out in the table below. 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA OAN for South Bucks (2014- 2036) Berkshire SHMA OAN for South Bucks (2013-2036) 
Difference for plan period (based on the Joint Local Plan period 2014-2036) 7,800 dwellings (255 dpa) 8,648 dwellings 
(376 dpa) 472 dwellings (21 dpa) 4 2.9 In summary, we support the HEDNA in so far as it reasonably seeks to establish a 
draft figure of housing and economic need for the Joint Local Plan and each authority. However, we have strong 
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concerns that by South Bucks not becoming involved in an East Berkshire HMA that its responsibilities for contributing 
towards the needs of the adjacent Berkshire authorities and indeed the higher levels of its own needs by virtue of its 
relationship with this area, could become neglected. In short, we are unsure whether in practice is it possible and more 
so, sensible, to disconnect South Bucks from the Berkshire HMA. We therefore only support the process, so long as 
evidence of the Duty to Cooperate in terms of work with the East Berkshire authorities is improved as the process 
continues. The evidence base available online currently only sets out Duty to Cooperate documentation relating to 
correspondence with Buckinghamshire authorities and we would expect this to be duly supplemented shortly with the 
background discussions which are clearly taking place with the Berkshire authorities. Finally, we agree with the 
approach outlined at paragraph 2.7 that it is prudent for the other needs assessment work to follow this initial 
assessment of housing and B-class needs during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan process. Response to Question 
2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be 
deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? 2.10 As highlighted above, we have provided a 
separate response to the HELAA public consultation on behalf of our client which sets out our particular comments, 
concerns and suggestions for the on-going work. 2.11 As a general response to this question, whilst we do not have any 
comments on the included sites and their deliverability at present, we consider that additional sites should have been 
afforded an officer based assessment within this version of the HELAA. This includes our client’s site (reference 
SB0037). It is clear that given the constraints of the Green Belt, it is likely that Green Belt releases will be required and 
appropriate during the plan period to meet housing needs. As a result, it would have been helpful to assess all the sites 
in the same manner for the purposes of the HELAA, whilst noting that the Green Belt assessment would ultimately 
determine which of these would be allocated. Disappointedly, the document provides little information in respect of 
the level of suitable sites within South Bucks, particularly as the Stage 2 assessments have only been carried out in 
respect of Chiltern District sites. Essentially, the document has been put out for consultation without being completed, 
which restricts the level of response which can be given on it. 2.12 Whilst there may be some sites (which it is difficult 
to tell as a result of the limited maps provided within the document) which sit within the Green Belt and separate from 
the urban edge, sites such as our clients’ which abut an urban edge and are located within a sustainable location, 
should in our view have been afforded the minimum approach of an officer’s view on its general suitability. If 
considered positively, this would not have given any confirmation that the site would be allocated in due course, as it is 
widely recognised that the SHLAA does not carry out this function. However, it would have been useful to have 
received some initial feedback from the Council on the potential suitability of the 5 site early in the process, so that 
landowners / developers could understand any potential concerns and consider how these could be overcome to assist 
the Council at a later stage. We also consider it critical to carry out this assessment work now, on the basis that the 
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HELAA will be likely to be used as means of giving an initial assessment of housing capacity which in turn will inform 
plan making and Duty to Cooperate discussions. 2.13 On the basis that South Bucks have yet to undertake their Stage 2 
Site / Broad Location Assessment, which will need publishing separately in due course, it is considered that there is an 
opportunity for sustainably scaled Green Belt sites that are adjacent to the urban edge to be afforded some initial 
officer assessment now. Response to 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? 2.14 We do not have any specific site 
recommendations to make in relation to this question, but nevertheless support its innovative approach to making 
available sufficient land to meet local needs, including housing. We support the fact that open space, sports and leisure 
uses within urban areas would be compatible with the Green Belt and could therefore be re-provided in order to free 
up current sites for other uses. However, in the case of open space and indeed children’s play areas, it would be 
important to ensure that sufficient walking distances remain achievable. 2.15 It should also be noted that other uses 
surplus to requirement could include agricultural uses which remain adjacent to built up areas, but for which there is 
not a continued need by the existing owner. In any event, any re-provision would also be compatible with the Green 
Belt and could therefore for a number of planning reasons be better carried out beyond the urban area. 2.16 Paragraph 
84 of the NPPF sets out that “when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities should 
take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development”. The advice goes onto state that “they 
should consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling development towards urban areas 
inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond 
the outer Green Belt boundary”. The advice, combined with bullet 1 of paragraph 85 of the NPPF, makes it clear that 
when altering Green Belt boundaries, sustainable locations must be considered first, those being found at the edge of 
urbanised towns and villages. We strongly consider that our client’s land to the east of Beaconsfield Road, is a good 
example of a sustainable edge of settlement location for short term Green Belt release. Response to 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. 2.17 We generally agree with the 
approach set out to the Joint Local Plan’s Vision and Objectives at paragraphs 4.1 to 4.3 of the Issues and Options 
consultation document and 6 consider it important to use previous consultation response data in forming a new vision. 
We however have concerns relating to paragraph 4.4 and the proposal to draw upon existing core strategy visions, 
which in the case of South Bucks was adopted in early 2011, and was therefore potentially drafted as early as 2009. 
This is now 7 years ago and most significantly was drafted pre-NPPF. 2.18 The nature of the existing Core Strategy 
vision is quite lengthy. Whilst it does not reflect up to date national planning policy as Paragraph 4.4 recognises and 
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thus the need to ‘significantly boost’ housing, it also does not reflect the increased need that is now apparent for Green 
Belt release in order to meet housing needs. We would therefore not support the re-use of statements such as that 
made under the current South Bucks Core Strategy ‘Living Environment’ section, which states that “the Green Belt 
boundary will have been strongly protected, with most new development accommodated on previously developed 
land, within existing settlements”. We consider that a more current statement in respect of Green Belt would read as 
“the Green Belt boundary will have been re-defined as a result of exceptional circumstances to accommodate new 
development at sustainable locations and a new defensible boundary created to ensure its continued protection”. This 
process is specifically supported by Paragraph 83 of the NPPF which states that “once established, Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan”. It 
is clear that the NPPF provides this advice in reference to the inevitable need for Green Belt boundaries to be reviewed 
through Local Plan processes where identified development needs cannot otherwise be met. This view is confirmed by 
Paragraphs 84 and 85 of the NPPF, which seek to ensure that if Green Belt boundaries are to be altered, that 
sustainable patterns of development are subsequently provided and that the Local Plan strategy for “meeting identified 
requirements” is achieved. We strongly consider that the draft HEDNA figures confirm that ‘exceptional circumstances’ 
for altering the existing Green Belt boundaries exist and that in accordance with Paragraph 83 of the NPPF this process 
must take place now through the preparation of the emerging Local Plan process. 2.19 Additionally, we consider that 
specific references to new development being focused within South Bucks at Beaconsfield, Gerrards Cross and 
Burnham should be avoided. Clearly, development needs are far greater than those which could be accommodated at 
these locations. Whilst the vision may seek to see these principal centres strengthened, the new Joint Local Plan will 
require far more than “some development” having “occurred in the smaller settlements across South Bucks”. We 
therefore trust that a more appropriate vision will be included, based on the increased housing needs, the inevitable 
reduction of available PDL sites and a dispersed approach to new development. 2.20 Finally, with regards to the 
proposals to create a shared vision for the Joint Local Plan, we do not consider that this is completely necessary and 
would, for the sake of ensuring relevance for each authority area, support separate visions being provided for each 
authority. This would allow South Bucks to ensure that its important relationships with East Berkshire and adjacent 
London authorities are recognised accordingly. 7 Response to 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? 2.21 Paragraph 4.7 outlines the need to review the existing 
settlement hierarchy. We support this approach, provided that any changes proposed are publicised ahead of a draft 
plan, to allow the public sufficient time to comment, particularly as this current consultation hasn’t specifically invited 
comments on the existing hierarchy as part of its questions. 2.22 In general, we support the existing hierarchy in so far 
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as it correctly identifies Farnham Common as a Secondary Settlement within South Bucks district, recognising in 
isolation its sustainability credentials against other settlements. However, a review of the hierarchy needs to consider 
the functionality of the settlements in practice. This must consider the wider pool of facilities that a settlement draws 
upon, rather than those within a particular settlement in isolation. For example, if considering accessibility to 
employment opportunities, the proximity of Farnham Common to the north of the major employment hub of Slough 
(and indeed Maidenhead) must form part of this consideration. This in turn relates to the importance of ensuring the 
hierarchy also reflects the functionality of economic and housing markets. As previously stressed, it is clear that the 
southern part of South Bucks District provides an important function in terms of delivering housing for those employed 
within Slough, Maidenhead and London. 2.23 In light of the development pressures during the emerging plan period, 
our main concern relates to the usage of a settlement hierarchy and the amount of weight which would be attributed 
to the distribution of development to the principal settlements for example, compared to the amount distributed to 
secondary settlements. If a hierarchy is to be used, we therefore consider it important for settlements to not be looked 
at in isolation but also in response to the economic and housing market area information, which plays an important 
aspect in the existing functionality of settlements. We also expect any spatial strategy to reflect this approach. 2.24 We 
have considered each of the proposed spatial strategy and hierarchy options set out at Paragraph 4.7 of the 
consultation document and comment on each below, clearly differentiating between those we support and those we 
do not support. Options Supported 2.25 Option E – We support this option but consider that the description should be 
expanded to include reference to Farnham Common, in addition to Farnham Royal as essentially the preliminary work 
search area extends between and alongside both settlements. This is critical, particularly if a settlement hierarchy 
approach will also be applied when developing a spatial strategy, as Farnham Common is currently recognised as a 
Secondary Settlement. 2.26 Additionally, we support the boundaries of the 'built area extension option' on page 43 of 
the consultation document. Our client’s land at Beaconsfield Road, Farnham Common (SHLAA reference ‘SB0037’) sits 
to the north of this built area extension option and 8 provides a highly logical extension to the existing urban edge. We 
consider that the site presents a strong opportunity for a sustainably sized, well contained site to be released through 
the Green Belt review process. Importantly, the site could be delivered in isolation or ahead of further development, 
making an important contribution to housing delivery early in the plan period. 2.27 Option G – We also support this 
option on the basis that we consider that opportunities exist for a detailed review of the inner Green Belt boundaries to 
take place and for these to be amended in order to allow for the release of sustainable scaled sites at settlements. Our 
client's land at Farnham Common is particularly suitable in this respect and would without doubt have previously been 
delivered and already made an important contribution to housing need (of c.100 dwellings), if it had not been subject 
to Green Belt policy. The site is well contained by Purton Lane to the east, which provides a defensible revised Green 
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Belt boundary. This would ensure that further development eastwards could be restricted, unless it was considered 
acceptable for it to do so as part of the Green Belt review work, which may consider that a new urban edge defined by 
Parsonage Lane would be suitable. 2.28 The urban edge infill of our client’s land would echo the existing pattern of 
development which is focussed throughout Farnham Common on both sides of the road. At the point of the site, there 
is a clear anomaly in the absence of built development at this section of Beaconsfield Road. Our client’s expectations 
for the site would be to seek to protect the existing character of the area by setting the development behind the 
existing line of mature trees, whilst making an efficient use of this land which is essentially surrounded on three sides 
by existing development. The visual impacts of development would be very limited, with views into the site only being 
possible from Purton Lane, which could be reduced over time through additional planting along the eastern boundary. 
2.29 Option H: For the reasons set out above in respect of Option G, we also support this option which would review 
opportunities for allowing limited infilling within villages and generally built up frontages within the Green Belt. Our 
client’s land provides an excellent opportunity for such development which would make an important and worthwhile 
contribution towards the Joint Local Plan’s objectively assessed housing needs. On the basis of the sustainability 
credentials of our client’s land, this opportunity for a sustainably sized release adjacent to a major transport corridor 
into Slough cannot be ignored. In our response to Question 6 below, we also set out how the release of the site from 
the Green Belt would not be detrimental to the five purposes of the Green Belt as set out in Paragraph 80 of the NPPF. 
2.30 Option I – Again there is insufficient detail provided in respect of this option. It is unclear which “larger villages” 
could be included within the option and no link to the existing settlement hierarchies has been provided to clarify 
which settlements may be relevant to this option. Whilst we assume that “other” could mean any other villages not 
specifically listed under any of the previous options, it is considered extremely onerous to expect the public to have to 
seek to work out which settlements could be included. Generally, we consider that this option along with Option F are 
particularly unclear. However, we consider that the option could include support for an extension to settlements such 
as 9 Farnham Common. In this respect, for reasons set out above, our client’s site would provide a logical extension to 
the settlement, given its relatively contained position within the existing settlement pattern. 2.31 Option K – We 
generally support the opportunities set out by the option for delivering the Joint Local Plan’s employment needs. 2.32 
Option L – We support this option on the basis that it is likely that a hybrid of some of the options would be required in 
order to deliver sufficient levels of development. We would not however support a strategy based on all of the options, 
for reasons set out below regarding the options that we do not support. Options Not Supported 2.33 Option A – This 
option would be unlikely to result in sufficient levels of development to meet needs. In turn, it would also set 
unnecessary precedents for future development which would lead to detrimental changes in the character and local 
distinctiveness of settlements within the District. Whilst we support the concept of making a more efficient use of land 
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which remains undeveloped adjacent to existing settlement boundaries, we do not support the concept of increasing 
densities and heights of development within the Joint Local Plan area. 2.34 Option B – Again, we do not support this 
option on the basis that it is unlikely to result in sufficient levels of development. The negative impacts of this strategy 
would far outweigh any benefits of the option. These areas have historically been selected due to their special 
character and increasing development in these locations would undoubtedly prove harmful and set a precedent for this 
type of development. 2.35 Option C – We would not support this option in isolation, but may do so in the future if it 
formed part of a hybrid approach with opportunities at secondary settlements and most importantly those within the 
southern part of South Bucks District due to the importance of their links with East Berkshire. In isolation, it would be 
likely to fail to meet the full objectively assessed housing need for the Joint Local Plan area, and would certainly also fail 
to address shortfalls from housing market areas shared with East Berkshire which it is considered are likely to arise 
through the Duty to Cooperate. As highlighted above, the most logical strategy for development would be to firstly 
seek to distribute development around the District, prioritising opportunities of a sustainable scale which would result 
in little impact ahead of strategic scaled opportunities. 2.36 Option D – In principle we may support this option forming 
part of a hybrid approach. However, for reasons set out elsewhere within our representations we consider that the 
option in isolation would fail to provide housing in the ‘right locations’ as required by the NPPF and would also be likely 
to prove detrimental to existing affordability issues within South Bucks. We therefore consider that development 
opportunities at main settlements and villages within South Bucks must be prioritised, before any extensions to 
settlements such as Slough can be considered and we would only in turn support these on the basis that they are of a 
sustainable scale. 10 2.37 Option F – There is insufficient clarity in respect of this option to fully consider its potential 
implications. It is unclear whether there are two elements to the option, i.e. remove larger settlements from the Green 
Belt generally and explore development potential at the settlements listed or whether it is a single option. Additionally, 
it appears that the list is not exhaustive and in which case it is unclear which other settlements could be considered 
under this option. In any event, we do not consider that the approach to completely removing settlements from the 
Green Belt is appropriate given the rural characters that many of the settlements present, the relatively open 
landscapes which surround them in much of the Joint Local Plan area and the proximity which tends to exist between 
settlements. Furthermore, we simply cannot understand the basis on which the settlements listed have been selected 
in order to fully understand the intended purpose of this option. In our view, in the main these are small settlements 
with extremely limited facilities and their locations would fail to recognise the importance of the housing demands 
which exist in the southern part of South Bucks. 2.38 Option J – Whilst we consider that sustainability and proximity to 
reach railway stations is important, the list of locations provided by this option should be expanded and should also 
include proximity to regular bus services. Our client’s land is located directly adjacent to a bus stop which provides a 
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direct bus service into Slough Town Centre from which many facilities, employment opportunities and rail facilities can 
be reached. Additionally, it is located at a Secondary Settlement which itself provides a wide range of facilities. 2.39 In 
conclusion of our assessment of the potentially suitable options, it is clear that whilst an overall strategy is required for 
the plan, the likely high levels of development need results in a requirement to ensure that all available sites are 
assessed on their individual merits. In particular, opportunities in the south of South Bucks District must be maximised 
in order to provide housing in the right locations as required by the NPPF. There is significant evidence to demonstrate 
that this area has a strong degree of functionality with East Berkshire and also London to the east, and the Joint Local 
Plan must make specific provisions for this. Response to Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options 
generally or specific settlements / site options that could be part of these options? 2.40 We have highlighted above 
how our client’s land interest at Beaconsfield Road, Farnham Common would present an excellent opportunity for 
delivering housing under Options E, G, H or I or indeed a hybrid approach which is in fact the most likely approach. Our 
client’s land interest is located within a Secondary Settlement within South Bucks District with excellent links to Slough 
to the south, which can be accessed by bus services available directly adjacent to the site. Most importantly, Farnham 
Common is a popular location in which to live, presenting a different living environment to that found within Slough, 
yet remaining well connected to this highly sustainable location. It is considered that solely proposing extensions to the 
north of Slough’s existing boundaries within South Bucks, would deliver additional housing but would fail to recognise 
the need for this to be provided in the right locations, which is historically settlements such as Farnham Common, 
Farnham Royal and Stoke Poges. Furthermore, if additional housing is not 11 proposed within these locations to meet 
this demand, this will inevitably have a detrimental impact on existing affordability issues, worsening these over the 
plan period. 2.41 In spatial terms, the site could form part of a wider area of Green Belt which could be suitable of 
being released for major development. The site falls within Area 76 identified by Part 1 of the Green Belt Assessment. 
This area has then informed the ‘built area extension option’ provided on page 43 of the Issues and Options document. 
Paragraph 4.14 of the Issues and Options document lists that further testing will take place in these locations through 
further analysis within Part 2 of the Green Belt Assessment. We also stress the individual merits which exist of our 
client’s site being developed in isolation of the wider opportunities being considered in this area. We trust that these 
representations along with those submitted separately to the HELAA consultation, will help to raise the profile of the 
site and ensure its specific assessment. Once assessed, we consider that the extremely limited purpose the site serves 
in Green Belt terms, combined with the contribution that it can make to achieving sustainable patterns of development 
at Farnham Common will demonstrate its suitability for removal from the Green Belt, irrespective of the outcome of 
the larger area. 2.42 We have obtained some technical guidance on the potential impact development at Beaconsfield 
Road, Farnham Common could have on the integrity of the nearby Burnham Beeches SSSI. This advice has been 
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prepared by Aspect Ecology and a copy of it accompanies this letter so that the site can be assessed with the necessary 
technical information to inform that assessment. We trust that this information satisfies any potential area of concern 
regarding the suitability of the site for residential development. 2.43 We support the recognition which has already 
been afforded to the potential suitability of the general area of Green Belt to the west of Parsonage Lane at Farnham 
Common / Farnham Royal and consider the need for a greater focus to now be given to the individual sites that are 
available within this search area as part of the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment work. This work must now be carried out 
to confirm the development capacity of the two districts, with sufficient sites then proposed for release as a result of 
the ‘exceptional circumstances’ that the findings of the draft HEDNA provide. With Part 1 of the Green Belt Assessment 
work confirming that there are numerous parts of the Green Belt within the Joint Local Plan area which are suitable for 
release when assessed against the five purposes of the Green Belt as set out in the NPPF, these opportunities must now 
be assessed in a way that is consistent with the NPPF. That is, sites which would provide logical patterns of 
development, situated in sustainable locations. Having reviewed the composite map at Appendix 6, it is clear that such 
opportunities exist and Chiltern and South Bucks must now follow these through and remove land from the Green Belt 
and allocate it for development. Clearly without doing so, it would be likely that the future of the plan would be 
jeopardised by virtue of the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment findings and the plan found unsound as a result of its 
evidence base. 2.44 With regards to the five purposes of the Green Belt we consider that the release of the area of land 
at Farnham Common / Farnham Royal would not prejudice any of the main purposes, including the future defensibility 
of the remaining Green Belt, as set out below. 12 In each case we also consider any individual merits of our client’s site 
adjacent to Beaconsfield Road, Farnham Common against each Green Belt purpose. 1) Unrestricted Sprawl – We do not 
consider that the release of the area at Farnham Common / Farnham Royal identified on page 43, would result in the 
unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. When viewing the existing spatial pattern of Farnham Common, it is clear to 
the north and central parts that development is fairly evenly distributed either side of the Beaconsfield Road corridor. 
To the east of Beaconsfield Road this pattern however reduces to a scattering of properties after Elm Close, before 
increasing again at the junction of Beaconsfield Road with Spring Lane. Beyond this point, development to the east of 
Beaconsfield Road is less dense than development to the west side of Beaconsfield Road, with the exception of the 
Kemsley Chase development off Farnham Park Road which incorporates a modest sized housing estate within the 
former grounds of Farnham Park House. Parsonage Lane, sets an obvious boundary for an extension in this location and 
would ensure that no further sprawl would occur. With regards to the individual circumstances of our client’s land, 
Purton Lane to the immediate east of the land would provide a strong boundary to prevent sprawl. Additionally, to 
address concerns generally of the movement of potential development eastwards, it is important to note the high 
levels of existing development which extend along both sides of the northern part of Parsonage Lane down (and slightly 
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beyond) the junction with Purton Lane. To the south of the site, the general eastern line of built development 
continues to follow Purton Lane, with development consistently located on both sides of Farnham Park Lane until the 
point of Purton Lane and to the north the Purton Court housing site and numerous other properties which essentially 
cover the area to the south of the site. Legitimately it can be argued that the site is fairly enclosed by existing 
development and that the boundary provided by Purton Lane would ensure that the development of the site would not 
result in unrestricted sprawl. 2) Merging of Towns – We do not consider that the ‘built area extension option’ at 
Farnham Common / Farnham Royal would result in the potential merging of towns into one another. It is clear from the 
Green Belt Assessment work which the Councils have already undertaken, that a reduction in General Area 76, to that 
which is now being considered, has reduced any potential issues relating to the potential merging of Farnham Common 
/ Farnham Royal with Stoke Poges. By comparison, we do not consider that the separation of Farnham Common and 
Farnham Royal is as important on the basis that these settlements already effectively bound one another along the 
Beaconsfield Road corridor. That said, it would be easy for separate extensions to be achieved at each of these 
settlements. In respect of the individual merits of our client’s land against this purpose, it is considered that there is no 
risk in respect of the potential merging of towns. The location of the site directly adjacent to Beaconsfield Road, 
ensures close connectivity with the existing built form of Farnham Common. As outlined above under our assessment 
of unrestricted sprawl, the site is well contained within the existing parameters of built development. Furthermore, as 
the site is relatively far north within the overall extension search area, 13 there is a significant separation from the 
most western part of Stoke Poges at West End Lane. 3) Safeguarding the Countryside from Encroachment – Part 1 of 
the Green Belt Assessment, set criteria against this test in relation to the ‘openness’ of the countryside. It is not 
considered that the ‘built area extension option’ falls within an area of open countryside. This is partly the result of the 
large area of woodland which extends along the eastern boundary of much of Farnham Common. Whilst the density of 
this woodland reduces to the south, it does not completely stop, and this remaining interspersed woodland area, 
significantly reduces the feeling of openness of the countryside to the south of Farnham Common. In respect of the 
individual merits of our client’s land against this purpose, the site is very well contained. Within the context of 
Beaconsfield Road, the extensive line of mature tree cover along the western boundary of the site ensures that the site 
does not form part of perceived area of open countryside as it is simply impossible to gain a feeling of what lies beyond 
the tree line. Within Purton Lane, the site continues to feel enclosed as a result of the separation from other fields 
provided by virtue of the lane, the tree and hedgerow cover in this location and the change in levels, with the higher 
land to the east which within the context of Purton Lane, it is difficult to gain a perception of. For these reasons, we do 
not consider that the development of the site would impact on the openness of the countryside. 4) Setting and Special 
Character of Historic Towns – As set out in Part 1 of the Green Belt Assessment, this area of search does not abut an 
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identified historic settlement core. Therefore, it is clear that development within this extension option would not 
impact on this Green Belt purpose. The same conclusion is also made in respect of the individual merits of our client’s 
land. 5) Assist in urban regeneration – The land is not considered to consist of ‘urban’ land and therefore assessment 
against this Green Belt purpose is not necessary for the wider area or indeed our client’s site individually. That said, the 
context of this Green Belt purpose will clearly vary in the context of individual authorities. In the case of South Bucks 
District, there can be no reliance on land that is ‘urban’ as a spatial strategy formed on that basis would be clearly 
unviable. It is clear that the identified housing needs will not be solely met through urban regeneration and as a result 
it will be necessary to release Green Belt through the Local Plan process to accommodate those needs. This must be 
achieved in accordance with paragraphs 83-85 of the NPPF. Given the strength of the market and housing demands 
within South Bucks and also within Chiltern District, it is not considered that Green Belt releases which accord with the 
assessment of the other four Green Belt purposes above but which do not additionally contribute to this purpose 
would prejudice the delivery of Previously Developed Land sites. 2.45 Our assessment of the ‘built area extension 
option’ at Farnham Common / Farnham Royal above, supports the Joint Local Plan team’s own views of the suitability 
of this area for development. In this context, we consider that our client’s land interest directly adjacent to 
Beaconsfield Road at Farnham Common is a critical component of that large scale 14 development area on the basis 
that it provides an important link to the existing urban edge. However, its location between Beaconsfield Road and 
Purton Lane essentially means that the site would also provide for a smaller / sustainable scale opportunity, which 
could come forward ahead of any further development which may be supported between Purton Lane and Parsonage 
Lane. 2.46 As outlined above, our client’s initial expectations are that the land could reasonably deliver housing in the 
region of 100 dwellings. Whilst we support the overall ‘built area extension option’ we consider that as the Joint Local 
Plan process evolves, consideration should be given to our client’s site and its ability to deliver early in the plan period 
or indeed in isolation on the basis of its highly logical position in the context of the existing settlement. Paragraph 84 of 
the NPPF states that “when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities should take 
account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development”. Additionally, Paragraph 85 states that “when 
defining boundaries, local planning authorities should ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting 
identified requirements for sustainable development”. It is considered that the high need for housing provides the 
“exceptional circumstances” under which the release of sites within the Green Belt can be appropriate and that the 
process of revising the Green Belt boundaries must be done in accordance with paragraphs 83 to 85 of the NPPF, that 
being to identify sufficient locations for sustainable development which will ensure that the identified housing needs of 
the Local Plan are met. Response to Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in 
Chiltern / South Bucks? 2.47 It is concerning that at this initial stage, the Councils are already suggesting that they 
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cannot potentially meet as many as 7,500 dwellings of the total Joint Local Plan need of 15,100 (almost the equivalent 
of 50%) and are seeking to explore the scope for this provision being provided within Aylesbury Vale. It appears at least 
in respect of Chiltern District, that apparent decisions regarding unmet need have been made some time ago, as 
demonstrated by the evidence document titled 'Duty to Co-operate Request from Aylesbury Vale District Council to 
identify Chiltern District's Unplanned Housing Need to 2031 Initial Assessment (dated September 2014). We note that 
by means of context and background, paragraph 1.2 of that document states that 'there have been longstanding 
accepted planning principles where development need that cannot be met within Chiltern District, due to its 
constraints and planning policy, are planned for within Aylesbury Vale'. Paragraph (c) of Para. 1.2 seeks to justify that 
this approach can also be supported by the NPPF on the basis that it supports the delivery of growth in the most 
sustainable locations within a sub-regional context. This however seems to be contradictory to paragraph 47 of the 
NPPF, which in seeking to ensure that the supply of housing is boosted significantly, states that local planning 
authorities should: "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, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in this 
Framework". Taking this paragraph into account, the NPPF would suggest that full objectively assessed housing needs 
should be met within the housing market area in full as a matter of priority. 15 2.48 Paragraph 021 (Reference ID: 9-
021-20140410) of the NPPG (Duty to Cooperate) confirm the above approach. It states that "the National Planning 
Policy Framework makes clear that local planning authorities should meet their own housing need and meets the needs 
of other authorities in the same housing market area as far as is consistent with the policies set out in the Framework". 
Therefore, whilst there may be a pre-NPPF history of Aylesbury Vale picking up the unmet needs of Chiltern District, the 
NPPF should alter this assumption. The advice is clear that local planning authorities must do all they can to meet their 
own needs first and beyond this the needs of others in the same housing market area as far as is consistent. On the 
basis that Chiltern and South Bucks are seeking to bring forward a Joint Local Plan, logic would suggest that it is firstly 
important to understand the maximum levels of housing they can each deliver, followed by whether they have any 
additional potential to meet any unmet need. It is considered that in delivering a Joint Local Plan, if Chiltern can 
demonstrate that it is unable to meet all its housing need, then there should be an expectation for South Bucks District 
to first look to whether it can deliver any, ahead of the issue becoming one for the Duty to Cooperate. We note that the 
Forward of the current consultation document, states that the "Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan will review both 
councils current planning policies and seek to meet their collective development needs" and we would support this 
approach. 2.49 We consider that the Councils need to be careful that if seeking to offload development needs 
elsewhere in the HMA, that any suitable and deliverable opportunities are not ignored within each of the authorities 
which may be recognised by the Inspector at a later stage and in turn jeopardise the success of the plan. Unmet need 
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cannot be surely quantified at this stage. No strategy has been selected and only an initial appraisal of some of the 
district's sites have been appraised, whilst others within the Green Belt have not yet been. In addition, the Green Belt 
Assessment has only reached an initial stage of the process, meaning that there cannot as yet be any indication on the 
potential development capacity of the two authorities. Response to Question 8: Do you have any comments or 
suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? 2.50 We consider that affordable housing 
needs can be best met as a proportion of development, taking into account viability issues at individual sites where 
appropriate. Response to Question 9: Do you have any comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, 
Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? 2.51 No. Response to Question 10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan can 
best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in terms of general and affordable needs? 2.52 It is now being 
recognised in planning for older peoples housing, that their needs may often be met through the provision of: 16 • 
smaller properties which allow for downsizing and thus movement to be created within the larger family home market; 
• open market housing which is capable of adaptation; • housing in sustainable locations which provide the necessary 
facilities i.e. doctor’s surgery and some day to day shopping facilities, in addition to opportunities for integration in 
community life. 2.53 Whilst the provision of specialist older people’s accommodation (i.e. care homes) may be 
necessary, we equally consider that some of the HEDNA requirements can be met as part of general housing schemes 
through the provision of flexible accommodation. By means of example, our client’s site to the east of Beaconsfield 
Road would be likely to incorporate a varied mix of accommodation ranging from smaller flats to larger detached 
houses. There is therefore reasonable scope within that flats and indeed the smaller houses (which could be suitably 
adapted), would be capable of occupation by the older population wishing to downsize, whilst securing housing that 
will meet their longer term housing needs. The site is well served by existing footpaths and the site is a short walking 
distance from the centre of Farnham Common where a range of facilities and services can be reached. Closer to the site 
is the Southmead Surgery and additionally bus stops are located directly adjacent to the site. 2.54 Additionally, the 
scheme would be likely to provide in the region of 40 affordable dwellings, which would again include a provision of 
flatted accommodation. This type of accommodation and certainly those on the ground floor, would obviously provide 
good levels of accessibility, corresponding well with the needs of older people. It is therefore clear that general housing 
schemes could make an important contribution towards older people’s housing need (both market and affordable) 
identified within the draft HEDNA. Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy - for example view on our 
local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community? 2.55 At this 
stage, we do not have any views on local heritage assets beyond the concerns we raised in respect of some of the 
spatial strategy options which would have been likely to result in considerable impacts in heritage terms. Response to 
Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is 
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the heritage asset important locally? 2.56 No. Response to 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. 2.57 We 
do not wish to nominate any areas of the Joint Local Plan area for local green space designations. 17 Response to 
Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? 2.58 No. Response to Question 15: Do you have a view 
on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7? 2.59 We have reviewed the list and broad description of policies 
proposed in Appendix 7 and consider that their scope is likely to be sufficient for the Joint Local Plan. Response to 
Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or 
issues and CIL? 2.60 At this stage we do not have any comments on these issues, but it is likely as the plan evolves and 
starts to direct development to particular areas that we will have comments to make in respect of these issues. 
Response to Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the 
preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint 
Local Plan will need to address? 2.61 No. 3. Summary 3.1 We trust that our responses above are helpful and that our 
client’s land to the east of Beaconsfield Road at Farnham Common will continue to be supported within the emerging 
plan process.  

Rep3695 
Alison 
Wheelhouse 

Question 1 o The natural population growth in Beaconsfield has remained steady - large increases in population are 
mostly due to migration (a case of "if you build it, they will come" rather than fulfilling a real need for the numbers of 
dwellings mentioned in the HEDNA). The population of the town is growing because developers are building homes to 
make profits, not because the pre-existing or naturally growing population needs them. Population growth then 
becomes a selffulfilling prophesy. • Housing need should be broken down into how many units are needed in each 
price bracket. Not many people need dwellings costing over one million because not many people can afford them. The 
price of land in Beaconsfield and prevailing density in the town added to the overdevelopment which has already taken 
place in recent years, means that there is no room left. • Beaconsfield has seen intense over-development in recent 
years - for example on Station Road, where individual houses have been demolished to make way for huge blocks of 
flats. Sunrise which houses a massive 93 units was built on the site of a couple of family homes. That really is 
intensification! Now we need a period of restraint and protection for the character and current density of the town. We 
do not want or need another Station Road or more flats. o There has been enough developer led planning policy - it is 
time for the character of Beaconsfield to be preserved. The beautiful Penn Road with its characterful houses should be 
made a Conservation Area and the beautiful old houses listed. Fusion is an example of a developer which has been 
bombarding owners with letters asking if they want to sell up - please protect this road before it becomes another 
Station Road. Penn Road Is a Woodlands Road in an Area of Special Character and it should be protected from being 
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turned into a line of flats. It is one of the green corridors of Beaconsfield and gives the town its semi rural feel. o Flats 
are selling in the town for over £700,000 - hardly a case for satisfying housing NEED. If large numbers of dwellings are 
needed, they should be built on cheaper land where more people can afford them. Building million pound dwellings 
next to Beaconsfield golf club would only satiSfy the developers' need for profits. o A 20% uplift has unfairly been 
applied to the housing figures. Beaconsfield is a lower density area as it is characterised by individual family houses on 
large plots - this is part of its character and hOUSing density should be protected. o The NPPF should not be used for 
the benefit of developers or to foist unwanted development on the town. The Green Belt, other than the parts of 
Wilton Park which have already been developed, should be protected because it acts as a buffer between Beaconsfield 
and the M40; and as a buffer between Beaconsfield and its neighbouring village of Seer Green; it protects against urban 
sprawl; and the open countryside is part of the character of the town - the Old Town is the oldest Conservation Area in 
South Bucks. Beaconsfield has seen a huge amount of intense development such as a massive motorway service station 
and massive fandfill site and will have to suffer 7 years of HS2 traffic - we need the Green Belt to act as a buffer. o 
Beaconsfield is entirely an unsuitable location for an industrial devefopment in Green Beft - it is an historic market 
town and Conservation Area. The road between Jct.2 of the M40 and the Pyebush roundabout is a buffer between the 
town and the motorway and one of the green routes into the town - it should be protected. The lorries which park 
there in the lay-bys should be moved away to the service station which is precisely why it is there I The road is 
congested at peak times and cannot support more development or air pollution. Most of the town's working 
population commute to London, to high paid professional jobs; so any jobs at any industrial site would cause more 
traffic to enter the town for absolutely no benefit to the town. o Habitats and ancient woodlands should be protected - 
ancient woodland simply cannot be replaced. 

Rep3696 Mrs 
Mary Styles 

Stoke Poges Parish Council's proposal to designate land in the grounds of Stoke Court for housing development is very 
contraversial and highlights the proplem of traffic access and exit. Both Rogers Lane and Duffield Lane are featured in 
parking and access problems which SBDC in currently involved. It would be foolish to exacerbate the already existing 
difficulties with yet more traffic and also underming the 'Green Belt' countryside crit e ria just to achieve a pre-set 
development of homes in the ares. 

  

Rep3698 Mr & 
Mrs Margaret 
and Gordon 
Wheeler 

We have been living here for the last 20 years and enjoy the natural amenities of the area. We were astounded and 
dismayed to see the Local Plan attacks the Green Belt and even areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty in a wholesale 
manner. The Green Belt has successfully prevented urban sprawl since the late 1940s to 1950s. The difference between 
areas like Harrow, where we used to live, where development has, since the war, covered almost all of the green space 
that was available are very considerable. The Green Belt was planned to be permanent. It has preserved much of what 
is good around London and must not be easily thrown away. We ask you to think again about scheduling any part of 
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the Green Belt for development or redesignation. Amenity in Little Chalfont We all recognise the need for more 
housing throughout the UK. However, in recent years for its size and population Little Chalfont appears to have had 
more than our fair share of new large developments compared with surrounding areas. Unfortunately the increase in 
housing has not been matched with an increase in amenities such as gas, electric, sewage, water. The roads haven’t 
changed while we have lived here. When travelling to work initially at 6.30am we rarely saw traffic until reaching 
Rickmansworth. Now the A404 is slow moving from about 6.30 am and I understand the centre of the village and A404 
is gridlocked from 7.45 – 8.45 am. White Lion Road and Amersham Road are often stationery with an excess of vehicles 
during rush hour and school arrivals and departures. It used to be usual to go to Little Chalfont and Latimer Station at 
about 7.30 am and have a seat to London. This has steadily changed from standing in relative comfort to an 
uncomfortable full train to a dangerous crush. It is also impossible to park in the Station car park unless you are there 
very early. So where will any additional tube commuters park? The village has no facility for vehicles to be left 
anywhere during the day. The current plan has no provision for improvement of transport. Our Schools and Surgeries 
(Dental and Doctors) are over subscribed - what happens if new families arrive? Light Industrial Use At present there is 
a ‘barrier’ of green fields from Little Chalfont, Stoney Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane to Chorleywood. The current 
proposal designates this land for potential development for light industrial use. This would destroy large areas of Green 
belt, areas of outstanding views and woodland. This would seem to be the start of a merger of Little Chalfont in Bucks 
and Chorleywood in Herts. The pressures described above in the paragraph headed Amenities Areas will be intensified. 
Little Chalfont will become Greater Chalfont - Is that the intention? Finally I would draw attention to the proposal to 
build houses in the fields North of Long Walk. Long Walk is a Private Road and access to Long Walk from the new estate 
proposal would not be possible leaving access via Lodge Lane. The problems regarding Lodge Lane are well known and 
documented. Increased traffic will make the situation intolerable, particularly at the ‘Pinch point’ by the Railway bridge. 
To solve the problem would mean widening the Lane and a new Bridge. With current financial restraints is this 
possible? Access to the A404 from Church Grove would be difficult with traffic and industrials vehicles and lorries also 
using the road Lodge Lane would very quickly become congested and blocked. We do already feel that Little Chalfont is 
currently over stretched because it has taken such a large proportion of development already. We would be grateful if 
the above points be taken in to consideration when making your final decisions please.  

settlements.  

Rep3699 Mr 
Anthony 
Clinch 

1) I consider the plan starts from the incorrect premise that the area can support an additional 15,100 dwellings. The 
simple facts are that the existing roads are unable to support the existing traffic, let alone any additional .Also, the local 
schools, hospitals and surgeries are fully stretched. We cannot allow this increase in housing density to proceed 2) The 
HELA is work in progress but there is more than sufficient under ultilised brownfield land in the area and there should 
be NO THOUGHT OF USING ANY EXISTING GREEN BELT for development purposes.I would object in the strongest 
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possible terms to any such degradation in our environment. 3)- 4)I dont agree with the premise of the need for 
additional 15,100 dwellingsor the contemplation of use of Green Belt 5)No urban extensions to Gerrards Cross or 
Beaconsfield should be contemplated. Both towns are already gridlocked with traffic ,have inadequate pedestrian 
facilities and very poor road and pats maintenance. 6)- 7)There are inadequate recreationaland sports open spaces for 
your people in the area. We also need modern multi-use office units for high tech star-ups. 8) I cannot see where you 
define affordable housing. If achievable such housing should be adjacent to good public transport services and have the 
appropriate school, hospital and surgery services. 9)I object to the suggestion of additional pitches, the erosion of 
Green belt for these purposesThe se transient populations place further strains on public services at the expense of 
local residents. Site charges must make them self financing. 10)Elderly care facilities are a subsatnial future need and I 
would suggest they have similar implications as affordable housing. Cost and governance could be helped by scale but 
many elderly want to stay in their homes as long as possible so local at home care services shoyuld be the priority 
11)maintenance of the character and heritage of the area is critical for the quality of life from people in the area. 12)- 
13)Gerrards Cross Common (East and West) , Bulstrode Park and Hedgerly Park are absolutely essential spaces in my 
area and under no circumstances should be considered for development 14)- 15)The policies do not appear to give any 
consideradion to containing growing air pollution problems, noise pollution or light pollution. These must be fully taken 
in to account in all decisions. 16)As already commented the existing infrastructure does not meet existing residents 
needs. How can we be confident that this vast expansion of population will be properly provided for with infrastructure 
? 17)Key points: We cannot support an additional 15,100 dwellings and associated infrastructure delopment without a 
massive reduction in quality of life for residents due to deterioration in Green Belt, Recreational spaces, air pollution, 
noise pollution and light pollution, traffic gridlockand further strain on public services. 

available on brownfield sites. 

 

Rep3700 Mr 
John Whitby 

write in particular as a resident of Wexham Parish Green Belt Assessment Technicality It is vital that the green belt 
assessments undertaken to inform the local Plan are undertaken correctly. The scoring system used to test the validity 
that each parcel of land meets or does not meet the five tests of its value as green belt is flawed or subjective at best. 
The methodology may leave the plan open to challenge by developers. A much more thorough and accurate scoring 
system must be used , with the current one undervaluing the green belt case. For example parcels 88 and 81 are scored 
only three in order to check the unrestricted sprawl of a built up area but 5 and 3 respectively to prevent towns from 
merging, this despite the fact that the green belt in area 88 is closer to the town boundary (Slough) than 81 : an area of 
farmland and historic parkland and country parks. The assessment is contradicted conversely by scores of 4 (88) and 3 
(81) in order to assist safeguarding encroachment. I enclose this example for illustrative purposes as indicative of the 
need for the assessment to be closely informed by local knowledge throughout the area of the plan. Other 
Infrastructure Projects Ihe options for built are extensions in Wexham parish should be considered in the context of the 
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myriad of proposed national infrastructure proposals in the immediate vicinity (These include Pinewood expansion, 
Crossrail, HS2, Heathrow Express, WRLtH, Slough Freight Exchange, Heathrow Expansion, M4 Smart motorway and a 
possible new service on the M25) All, or any, of these projects will cause displacement of existing businesses and 
housing. This means that the very fabric of the Southern green belt will come under pressure to be able to maintain the 
open nature of the green belt. South Bucks and its environs are hosting the above listed infrastructure developments 
'for the benefit of the nation' yet its role as regionally and locally important green infrastructure for the benefit 
preventing urban sprawl and preventing neighbouring towns from merging will be lost if the housing and employment 
sites are progressed in Wexham . The Green Belt will become more important in the remaining areas such as Wexham 
and therefore options to build become invalid. Heritage and Biodiversity Heritage is more than just about listed 
buildings and ancient monuments. The landscape and countryside and rich wildlife of Wexham and the resounding 
areas are an important part of our heritage - and this heritage is something that local residents and visitors to the area 
see on a daily basis. Information on how the landscape was created and the uses it serves both now and in the past 
(including farming, biodiversity, recreation, gravel extraction, brick fields, orchards, forestry… etc) should be used to 
inform the production of the local plan. For example the north east built area extension in Wexham Parish should not 
go ahead on historic landscape and biodiversity grounds. The area is the part of the southern Capability Brown 
designed historic Parkland of Langley Park and contains historic trees, with nationally rare assemblages of wildlife and 
landscapes features that would be irreversibly damaged if developed for housing. 

Rep3701 Cllr 
David Martin 

EVIDENCE BASE Comments on Green Belt Methodology Parcel 38a – Epilepsy Centre In terms of current practicality and 
future sustainability, this parcel of land has been given an insufficiently low score. Principal purpose 1(b) should be 
scored higher. This land parcel is 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 is an effective 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 currently form defensible boundaries. It should therefore score at least 4 rather than 3+, which is 
arbitrarily and unjustifiably low. 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 numerous hills and valleys within the area which 
provide open and important views towards the open countryside. The areas with reduced openness increase the 
importance of the remaining open views on the remaining site. The land has many footpaths and the majority of the 
northern part of the site is within the Colne Valley Park. Accordingly not least because of its location within 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 
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should also score a 5. I disagree with the scoring for purpose 4. Please refer to the Buckinghamshire 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. 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 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 appropriate score is 5,giving a total score of 18 or 19 out of 20. I contend on existing 
evidence, no part of parcel 38(a) should be removed from the green belt. Parcel 41b – Bowstridge Lane Purpose 3 
should be increased to a 3+/4 but no other comment. Parcel 44a – Gerrards Cross Golf Course This facility provides 
recreation for over 800 members and is a source of local employment. The entire area is within the Colne Valley Park, 
therefore its score should be increased. Parcel 57a – A413 land (west) The clear inconsistency is this parcel is within the 
Colne Valley Park which would increase the score at purpose 3. Sustainability Appraisal 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 
scores incorrectly. 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). In paragraph 3.10.4 I disagree with 
the analysis as it is clear that congestion will become an increasing and intractable issue for the area should there be 
further development at the ES site due to to the narrow and totally unsustainable local roads. The variety (and overall 
lack 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. In addition, there are four 
listed buildings on the Epilepsy Society site which would be irreparably harmed by any further significant development 
on that site. The Epilepsy Society site, including 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 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 
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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 dountless will dwindle leaving 
residents car-dependent. The ES site is clearly car-dependent and fails all sustainability testing. The Planning 
Inspectorate Enquiry in June 2005 determined the site be unsustainable and nothing has changed 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 bwould be wrong 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. In principle, employment sites in use at the moment should be retained as 
employment sites; although I believe that unused employment sites, particularly unoccupied offices (mainly in the 
centre of the village) unused for over 10 years, could be considered for alternative use rather than remain employment 
sites. I agree 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, located to the immediate north of the site. Any development will 
encroach on mixed farmlands, areas of ancient woodlands and the hedgerow network. 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. I 
believe that 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 agree the site is located within the Buckinghamshire Minerals safeguarding 
area and that development of this site would destroy this natural resource (SA objective 6). I agree with the assessment 
in paragraph 3.10.8 that the site has limited access to other health and recreational opportunities. 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 provides diagnostic and aftercare services only. The nearest 
hospital to Chalfont St Peter is in Amersham at some 9.7km away, and that has no A&E facility. There are significant 
sewerage issues in Chalfont St Peter. There should be no development in Chalfont St Peter as a whole until the sewers 
in the centre of the village are upgraded. This is evidenced by significant and long term flooding during the last 10 
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years, including sewer surcharging. Currently there are limited school places available and the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan (“IDP”) shows the County itself is short of places. There will need to be new school provision should any of the 
proposed sites go forward for development. Indeed, the additional housing at Newland Park and Holy Cross would in 
itself require provision of additional classes at infant and senior levels; and a new school at junior level. The only road in 
the area which is considered in the IDP is the A413 which South Bucks District Transport Strategy (2010) describes as 
highly congested. Other roads 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, for which they were not designed. LOCAL 
PLAN QUESTIONS Question 1 – HEDNA 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 
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 is already fully committed to its fair share of development. Question 2 – HELAA CD37, CD39, CD45, CD110. 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. 
There remains however the issue of inadequate infrastructure, principally highways, drainage and sewerage. 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. Site 
CD90 is a large and busy builders merchants business. It attracts a large and ever expanding vol;ume of traffic, including 
continuous visits by heavy goods vehicles during business hours. This adds considerably to the already significantly 
overcrowded roads at the centre of, and approaches to, the village. Site CD35 Rowan Garden Centre, is an important 
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employment centre and should be excluded as it also meets the principal purposes of the green belt. 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. I 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 homes. Site CD169 has been rejected 
as a well performing designated employment site and this consistency of approach should be maintained in relation to 
land at the Epilepsy Society site and employment sites elsewhere. Site CD291 and CD292 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. Further discussion with local 
groups such as SENSE and the Parish Council is essential in order to identify sites which may be suitable for 
development. Question 3 – Additional Sites Discussions between CSPPC and CDC are necessary to identify possible sites 
across the wider District which may be suitable for development and not currently identified in the HELAA. However as 
a general principle I 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 value of the village. I not support in general the development of open spaces, public footpaths, ancient 
woodland or existing undeveloped areas. Question 4 – Vision Sustainability objectives should be included as any 
development in the District must be sustainable and 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 which must be fully 
protected and maintained. Objectives which protect the green belt and the AONB must be prioritised. 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 Option J should be the first 
priority option in its own right as a priority. 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 employment 
land. Any increase in building density must be appropriate to its immediate local surroundings. Option D should be the 
third priority option as clearly the principal settlements are more capable of sustaining new development. Option E 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

541 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

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 surrounding density or the 
character of the existing built frontages. 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 would not provide any 
significant new housing stock. The remaining options are not 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. 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. Therefore I 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, but 
not in relation to the Epilepsy Society site. Any development at the Epilepsy Centre 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 in 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. Any land developed at the Epilepsy Centre 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 and country shop so these sites should be maintained for 
public amenity. On the other hand a number of employment sites (mainly 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 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 
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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 20 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 Society 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 my 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 winding 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 and are 
unsuitable for walking. 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 Society site in addition to its agricultural use. A 
Model Farm, there are several businesses including A&E Vehicles Services, Castle Glass, Chiltern Equine Clinic and PJ 
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Fagan Construction Limited. These include two well established family businesses and the main 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 detailed above, the Epilepsy 
Society site is noted in the BCCHTA to have high historical 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. I 
contend 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, 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, The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and 
with the a right of way alongside the River Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow 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 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 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 
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the green belt. This site has clear access issues from Bull Lane. However, further detailed consultation will be necessary 
to determine if any part of this site may be suitable for development. My belief is that infrastructure deficiencies rule 
out development of this site. Winkers Area and PACCA Scout Camp 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. Question 7 – Unmet Needs 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 Society 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 therefore unsustainable 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 
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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 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 do not support any increase in provision in 
Chalfont St Peter. Such sites should be more evenly distributed throughout the district and county. Question 10 – 
Elderly accommodation needs 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 my 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 Epilepsy Society Site which scores “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. The Epilepsy Society 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 mean a clear loss of amenity, which 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. Note the NPPF recognises the importance of protecting heritage assets. Question 12 
–Unprotected Local Heritage Asset The 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. Question 16 – Infrastructure No detailed 
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comments at this stage save that it is clear in respect of Chalfont St Peter that there are significant constraints in 
relation to infrastructure delivery for all of the reasons mentioned throughout my response. Question 17 – Other Points 
The Local Plan can only be delivered with full and proper consultation with local residents and stakeholder groups. 
These are difficult areas and require careful consideration. I request that CDC consults with residents and stakeholders 
including district and county councillors, Chalfont St Peter Parish Council, SENSE4CSP, schools, etc to test fully the 
deliverability and content of the Local Plan and to enable residents to provide further responses and views. The NPFF 
requires proper engagement and collaboration with neighbours, local organisations and businesses. It is essential that 
further and fuller co-operation and consultation with local stake holders is carried out. In conclusion, I thank both of 
the district councils' officers and consultants for the detailed work undertaken so far in the process. Particularly I 
commend councillors and officers for efforts made to inform residents of the details of the emerging local plan, 
including the public presentations throughout the districts. I request that the district councils continue to collaborate 
with all adjacent authorities, stakeholders and residents throughout all stages of the process going forward to identify 
the most appropriate and sustainable solutions in meeting the districts' long term housing and development needs.  

Rep3704 Mr 
Michael 
Jenkins 

I have been a resident of Little Chalfont since 2002. I am angered and dismayed by the proposal to build on Green Belt 
land. Surely the council has a moral duty to explore all the (numerous)derelict/brown field sites for commercial & 
residential development before destroying our precious countryside. Post war the Green Belt policy was put in place to 
ensure that future generations were able to freely enjoy the countryside. I want my children and the future generations 
to have the same opportunity. Any civil servants supporting the development of the Green Belt should be ashamed of 
themselves . . 

 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. 

Rep3705 Mr 
Harry Evans 

Most weekends my daddy and I walk to our allotment in Mill Meadow. We grow lots of different fruit and vegetables 
which we then eat for dinner. If you build houses on this land we will have to buy them from the shops and they aren't 
as nice as home grown. I also use the play area and skate park on my scooter. I'm not allowed to use my scooter on the 
road as I'm too little (4 years old) but I am allowed at the skate park, if you take that away I will never use my scooter. 
Mill meadow is always flooded when it rains, how can you put houses on this area when its always flooded. I hope to 
join cubs soon which is also on Mill Meadow, if you move this to another place I may not be able to attend as we don't 
always have a car. Please don't take away our allotments, community centre, skate park, play area, scout hut, football 
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club, tennis club, nature reserve and large playing fields. 

Rep3706 Mr 
William Reid 

I wish to comment on the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (regulation 18) Initial Consultation as follows: Green Belt 
was created by the Government to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open and prevent neighbouring 
towns/villages merging into one another. Also to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment and to 
preserve the setting and special character of towns/villages. Green Belt planning guidance policy states that 
inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved. I do not consider 
the release of Green Belt for housing and employment to be justified. Little Chalfont has already 'taken' a substantially 
higher percentage of new housing than surrounding towns/villages. Figures relating to new housing between April 2006 
and March 2014 are: Little Chalfont 12.4% Chalfont St Peter 7.7% Amersham 5.3% Chesham 4% Little Chalfont has large 
areas included in the 'planned areas of search' for both housing and employment when the village has already taken 
more than its share. By contrast areas for 'search' around Amersham are considerably smaller. Little Chalfont is already 
overcrowded and full to capacity and the infrastructure cannot cope with additional residents or employment areas. 
Some of the planned 'search areas' do not have access able to support additional housing/employment. The village has 
recently built a new housing estate (253 homes) off Bell Lane and currently being built are 45 new homes in the area 
behind Chenies Parade, plus numerous smaller infill sites. Some of the land around Little Chalfont is designated as an 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), in particular the land straddling the A404 east of the village. An AONB is 
protected land designated for conservation in recognition of its significant landscape value and national importance. 
Green Belt and AONB are created for residents and visitors to enjoy and prevent urban sprawl. Releasing the land for 
housing and/or employment use is contradictory to the very reason for its designation. Little Chalfont cannot support 
additional large housing estates: Unlike neighbouring communities the village has a main road, the A404, through its 
centre which accepts both local and non-local traffic. At busier times there is already considerable traffic congestion 
New housing and employment in the village would create substantially more heavy traffic during construction and 
subsequently from additional residents. As well as increasing congestion, there would be greater noise and air 
pollution. Recent surveys have shown that people are dying younger than they should in areas with higher levels of 
atmospheric pollution. Add this to the additional heavy traffic from HS2 construction and the proposed new waste 
transfer station on the A413 (should it go ahead) and we have a cocktail of pollutants in the area. Car parking in Little 
Chalfont is already a major issue; Chalfont & Latimer Station car park fills on weekdays with commuters going to work 
plus school children. Cars often queue back into the A404 while trying to park at the shops in Chenies Parade. Residents 
from new housing would add to the problem. Little Chalfont doctors (long waiting time for appointments now) and 
dentists' surgeries are almost full and local schools over-subscribed in many cases. New housing would add additional 
pressure. Trains from Chalfont & Latimer are overcrowded at busy times; additional housing would cause 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.  
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
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pressure. Little Chalfont waste management, sewage disposal and fresh water supply are not able to support additional 
housing. The Green Belt and AONB attract a great wealth of wildlife, destroying their habitat would add to their 
demise. For example both bird and hedgehog populations has declined rapidly; ecologists stress part of the reason is 
due to fragmentation of their habitat due to housing and other developments. Little Chalfont has retained its character 
as a village with a caring and close community. We have a few remaining lanes with great character (including Finch 
Lane) to bring in additional housing/employment would destroy the character of the village for ever and the reason for 
people wishing to live here. 

Rep3707 Mr 
David Barrass 

I protest against the conclusions of 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. I would particularly like to stress that Little Chalfont is already stretched in terms of parking and 
access to the limited shops, schools and amenities. This problem will be further exacerbated when the current housing 
developments by Bell Lane (253 homes) and to the rear of Chenies Parade (45 homes) are completed and occupied. I 
am also extremely concerned that any further development will destroy the very real sense of community that 
currently exists 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. The Local Plan will 
need to plan to meet 
employment needs over the 
Plan period to 2036. 

Rep3709 Miss 
Darcy Evans 

I am a pupil at the Chalfont St Peter Academy. My whole school use the Mill Meadow play area for a number of 
physical activities, including, games, PE, cricket, football, athletics and our inter school events. If you build houses on 
this area where will my school go to undertake our sports ? On our sports days we have in excess of 225+ pupils who 
walk to Mill Meadow, I can't see another central location which would be safe for so many children to walk to. I also 
use the Community Centre for dancing club. I can only do this as its at the same time as my brothers scouts in the 
nearby scout hut and my other brothers attendance at football. If you build on Mill Meadow and my brothers and I 
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have to go further afield for the activities we won't be able to do them as my mum cannot be in the same place at the 
same time, which she can be now as all activities are in one place, Mill Meadow. This will also mean that my mum 
spends less money in the village with 1) the local business we do our activities with and 2) when she goes for a coffee 
waiting for us all to finish which cannot be good for the local businesses. 

Rep3710 Mr 
Christopher 
Woolley 

Iver is very close to Greater London with only a small stream and the canal separating Iver Lane from West Drayton it 
so is very important that our Green Belt is preserved. It is also surrounded by the M25, M4 and M40 motorways and is 
very close to Heathrow Airport. As a consequence all our main and local roads are very congested, especially with 
HGVs.The new Pinewood development is producing a lot of construction traffic and there will be more traffic when it is 
fully operational. Further threats are from the HS2/Heathrow Express depot at Langley, The Western Rail Access to 
Heathrow and the 3rd Heathrow runway. These will all contribute to traffic, air pollution and loss of Green Belt. What 
Iver desperately needs are relief roads to get HGV and other traffic away from Church Road in Iver Heath, the High 
Street in Iver and North Park in Richings Park. All of these local roads are totally unsuitable for the density of traffic they 
get. Bad planning decisions have been made in the past. For example the protected land in the centre of Iver Heath 
which had been kept clear of development since the 1930’s was sold off for housing in the 1970’s (now Trewarden 
Avenue) The pretext was that the M25 would make a bypass for Iver Heath un-necessesary! I think the only possible 
land that should be considered for future development in the Parish of Iver is some of the industrial sites in Thorney 
Lane South in Iver. Although they are actually in the Green Belt the development for affordable housing would be an 
improvement and the lack of HGVs a boom for the High Street and North Park. The only alternative would be a relief 
road for the High Street and North Park but the chance of getting that soon due to the financial situation is pretty 
remote. So the closure of some of ther HGV operating sites would improve our environment somewhat. 

 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. 

Rep3711 Mr 
Lewis Fry 

Having considered the proposals I strongly disagree that the area of land (at the south of Stoke Poges) identified by 
SBDC should be considered for development as it is Green Belt land with very good reason (as ARUP identified). 
However, the two areas of land identified by the Parish Council for consideration (Bayer court and the Plough Lane Rec) 
seem like sensible suggestions for consideration. 

   

Rep3747 Mr 
Francis George 
Newbery 

1. Many of the Green Belt sites shown have problems e.g. subject to potential flooding , loss of existing local amenities 
etc. It is also unclear how the infrastructure ( roads, services, schools, sewage works etc. ) are to be provided. 2. The 
existing plan has Areas of Special Character as well as other areas that define the unique character of the local villages. 
This will be lost if schemes are permitted that are out of scale or are incongruous with existing buildings. 3. Chiltern has 
a current Local Plan which has been developed over many years. The provisions of this plan should be incorporated into 
any new one which should again be subject to another referendum. 
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Rep3748 
Russell Green 
Property and 
Estates 
Director The 
Huntercombe 
Group 

Background to Representation by The Huntercombe Group The Huntercombe Group (Huntercombe) is a division of 
Four Seasons Health Care who are one of the largest independent care providers in the UK. We own Huntercombe 
Hospital - Maidenhead on Huntercombe Lane South. The sites location is shown on the attached site plan. This is a 
specialist Child and Adolescent Mental Health hospital dedicated to providing high quality specialised inpatient clinical 
care for young people of both genders. The site on Huntercombe Lane South is an environmentally sensitive one, 
located within a Conservation Area, Historic Park and Garden and includes a listed building. These comments focus on 
this site and its removal from the green belt to support development needs in the District and the wider area. The sites 
removal from the green belt will provide greater flexibility having regard to the above listed considerations, to meet 
future development needs across the site. This could include an element of housing provision. We note that whilst the 
Council are not undertaking a formal Call for Sites, additional sites can still be d in writing during this plan period. 
Question 1 For sites in the south of South Bucks District, especially those adjoining the district boundary with Slough, it 
will be critical through the Duty to Co-operate, to have regard to the economic needs of adjoining and geographically 
constrained Slough as well as other settlements in the Berkshire housing and economic market areas within which the 
southern part of South Bucks is located. This is particularly relevant in the context of the Berkshire (including South 
Bucks) Strategic Housing Market Assesment (SHMA) 2016 released at the end of February 2016 post the start of the 
public consultation on the Draft Local Plan. The Objectively Assessed Need for South Bucks and the geographicallly 
constrained Slough is almost 200% greater than both authority's current housing target. As such, question 1 should not 
be about just the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA, but about how the output from The Berkshire (including South Bucks) 
SHMA 2016 is assimilated into the next stages of the Joint Local Plan porcess with regards to South Bucks in particular. 
Question 2 Development on the site in Huntercombe Lane South is currently constrained by its location within the 
green belt. Removal of the site from the green belt would provide the impetus for development options on the site to 
be discussed with officers at South Bucks Council based on a care and/or housing use to be progressed with a view to 
bringing forward a deliverable develoment proposal within the timescale of the plan to 2036. Question 5 Huntercombe 
support Option D (extensions to built-up areas on the edge of principal settlements outside the Plan area). On Option 
D, we believe a particular focus is on providing the opportunity for Slough to grow. Slough is physically constrained with 
no scope to expand within its own boundaries. An urban extension of Slough to the south and east is constrained by 
flood plains and motorways (M4 / M25). Extending to the west and north is the only feasible option, which means 
making land available in South Bucks to extend Slough.In this way, South Bucks can serve to meet the substantial 
unmet needs arising in both South Bucks and Slough as evidenced in the Berkshire (including South Bucks) SHMA 2016. 
This option is also considered appropriate in the physical context of the Huntercombe site. The site at Huntercombe 
Lane, along with adjoining land to the north-east where large three storey offices are located, is a good example of 
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sites which already contain significant development which would meet the test of exceptional circumstance to 
undertake a plan change by removing the site from the green belt. The recent development of Wyeth Close shows how 
development in this locality can be constructed integral to and assimilated within Slough. Development in this area 
would also allow for a durable and defensive new green belt boundary using Huntercombe Land South and the 
southern and eastern boundary of the Huntercombe estate along with the southern boundary of the adjoining office 
buildings where this abuts field to the rear of the Huntercombe estate. Visually as acknowledged in the analysis of 
green belt area 90 (Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt Parcels January 2016), the noth-east of parcel 90 where the 
Huntercombe site is located, is less important for preventing coalescence between setlements. In additon, this land 
which already contains substantial development, will not encroach on open countryside and given its scale and visual 
context is not considered to amount to an unrestricted sprawl of Slough. Such a change to the green belt boundary in 
this location, given the existing development on site and the other environmental constraints, would be a sensitive, 
modest and appropriate release from the green belt located physically integral to new development at Wyeth Close 
and Slough more generally. On Options D, the maps of green belt releases on the District boundary are considered 
disingenuous, as they show land outside the District as blank. For an urban extensions (Option D), this fails to show the 
contaxt of the green belt release site abutting a built up urban area. Another spatial strategy not considered which is a 
reasonable one to consider is using brownfield land in the green belt to meet care and housing needs and so reduce 
the need to release undeveloped sited in the green belt for development. Infilling and redevelopment is not 
inappropriate in the green belt and can provide a potential source of housing supply. In addition, the DCLG's December 
2015 "Consultation on proposed changes to national planning policy" proposes changes to paragraph 89 of the NPPF to 
enable suitable, sensitively designed redevelopment of brown field sites in the green belt to come forward where and 
harm to openness is not substancial. This source of land on individual sites such as the Huntercombe site but also 
cumulatively across brown field sites in the green belt in the two districts is an important additional source of land to 
meet housing, care and others needs in these green belt districts. As such, it should be included as an additional spatial 
strategy option for the plan. Concluding Remark We would very much welcome the oportunity to discuss with officers 
how the site at Huntercombe Lane South can meet the develoment needs of the plan area and wider strategic housing 
market area for care and/or housing uses. 

Rep3749 Mr 
Solomon 
Evans 

Pre-questions Statement: -Chiltern District is 80-90% Green Belt region. -Traffic is already heavy with HGVs/articulated 
vehicles using Chesham as a cut-through. -Additional Economic Market Areas means more and heavier traffic. As it is 
the roads cannot cope. -Roads are small and roadworks are performed during term-time meaning more traffic when 
roadworks have to be carried out. Questions: Based on Q1.2 ( .measures to speed up the preparation of local plans and 
largely in response to this .) and Q1.3 . (.prepared this consultation document by drawing on earlier .consultation 
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responses, studies and evidence base work), the report seems rushed so as to meet 1.2 and hence data has not been 
communicated sufficiently or effectively. A leaflet drop informing residents of the new proposals would have been 
appropriate/called for then there would be no need for relying on previous work. Q1.6: .objectively assessed housing 
need for the plan of 15,100 dwellings and an additional net 15 hectares of employment land (in terms of offices, 
warehousing and industrial space needs) from 2014 to 2036. -Where does this need come from? How has it been 
identified? In response to Q1: FEMA is not suitable for the Chiltern District as most economies are based predominantly 
on leisure/housing/commuting based commerce, eg corner shops, weekly markets, 'mom-and-pop' shops. -Gypsy, 
traveller and travelling show people by definition have their own mobile housing. Why do they need as many sites? In 
answer to Q2 and Q3.2a: There are fewer open spaces in Chiltern District and this is mostly due to housing and Green 
Belt. People like the area due to the ambience provided by the natural surroundings. Q3.2b: Development of Green 
Belt areas cannot be considered. Chalfont/Amersham/Chesham are at end of Met Line, thus people move to get away 
from industry. The area is easily commutable to London, so housing is a major draw for Chesham and Amersham, as 
opposed to FEMA. Q3.3/4:Greenfield sites in the Green Belt cannot be considered for development. See example of 
China. Smog/ pollution/displacement. Q3.7: HS2 will cause significant damage to the Green Belt. There is no need to 
make it worse. Q4: I don't agree, Chiltern District and Chesham in particular, has a number of dilapidated areas that 
could do with restructuring as well as run down/disused areas that could be factored in without touching the Green 
Belt. -HS2 as well as increased traffic is already causing massive disruption to semi-rural life. -The rural and semi-urban 
infrastructure has not been upgraded enough to support further growth. -Cutting out swathes of the Green Belt to add 
Motorway Services just a few miles from major towns will lead to additional traffic/noise. We the residents of Chesham 
already enjoy a fabulous view of the valley north of Chesham. Expansion in this region would not only be damaging to 
the value of properties in the area, but also to the wildlife, of which there is plenty. This area supports foxes, badgers, 
owls and kites. The Vale Road is very narrow and liable to flooding. Allowing development in this region will only 
aggravate matters. Allowing the Green Belt or green spaces to be opened up and suggesting the leaving of 
development options to residents will be analogous to locking the door after the horse has bolted. I am in support of 
locating new housing but I am NOT in support of Green Belt compromise. There are many unused plots of land and 
commercial premises that can be put to good use without compromising green spaces or the Green Belt. 

Rep3750 Mrs 
Lyn Rodden 

I am writing to express my strong views regarding the consultation on the areas 76. The site fulfils the criteria for Green 
belt of: • Check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas such as Slough • Prevent the merging of neighbouring 
towns • Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment • Preserve the setting and special character of 
historic areas These areas should retain their Green belt status and not be released for development for the following 
reasons: These areas provide a collective barrier to prevent the urban sprawl of Slough, Berkshire into 
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Buckinghamshire. They preserve the fundamental nature of Buckinghamshire and separation of smaller communities 
by open land. They therefore fulfil the purposes of Green Belt land and should be kept as permanently open land. The 
Green Belt should only be altered in exceptional circumstances. The policy that has generated this consultation is 
wholesale and does not therefore constitute exceptional circumstances. There are no very special circumstances that 
warrant this inappropriate development which will not harm the Green Belt but will instead do away with it altogether. 
There are substantial alternate areas that are not designated Green Belt that can be used for purposes of housing 
development. Planning Authorities should give substantial weight to the avoiding harm to the Green Belt. Protected 
space in the South East of England is becoming scarce. Open Green Belt land cannot be restored once it has been 
destroyed. The open land provides local residents and the wider public with access to countryside, open space and 
pathways which are well used. These provide a valuable local amenity which will be lost if the proposed removal of 
designation as Green Belt is removed and development permitted. There is a wide variety of wildlife including larger 
mammals that roam through this open countryside. The destruction of this Green Belt will have a significant 
detrimental impact on their environment and opportunity to roam freely. The area 76 includes the historic areas 
around Thomas Gray Memorial, Stoke Poges Church and the areas around them, which should be considered a heritage 
asset. It appears the Arup appraisal has overlooked this. It seems likely this flawed appraisal has not even involved 
visiting the areas involved but may have been completed as a ‘desk exercise’. It lacks credibility. The area 85 while 
being substantially a private golf course, is to a large extent ‘developed’, not appropriate for wildlife and inaccessible to 
the public. In contrast the area 76 which contains genuinely open land, especially in the south east corner, nearest 
Slough. I support the Stoke Poges Parish Council suggestions generally and specifically the Plough Lane and Bayer sites 
as preferable in-fill sites. It was a matter of good fortune that I even heard about this process. I think your 
communication has been grossly inadequate. 

Rep3751 
Francesca Hill 
Sworders 
Curson 
Rochford LLP 

 Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely 
to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? The draft HELAA in its current form fails to 
supply sufficient information to enable proper assessment during the current consultation. There are two main areas 
where, in its current form, it falls short. First the HELAA has yet to assess any sites within South Bucks District and 
therefore an overall picture of land availability has not been established. The HELAA is a vital tool when assessing 
options for future development and where they should be located. In the absence of a complete HELAA it is impossible 
to fully analyse all the spatial strategy options proposed or determine whether the tabled strategies will feasibly 
provide for the identified housing need. Second and more fundamentally, the HELAA fails to assess all the available 
sites been promoted through the Call for Sites process regardless of their location and character. At an early stage, a 
narrow criteria was set for determining which sites would be assessed in the HELAA. To be included in the HELAA 
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assessment a site must either be located within an existing built up area and/ or be previously developed land. All 
proposed sites situated with the Green Belt have been discounted. The purpose of a HELAA is to inform the Local Plan 
process and guide the spatial strategy. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and National Planning Policy 
Guidance (NPPG) are very clear that all sites need to be assessed regardless of whether or not they fall within an area 
of policy constraint and highlights that 'Sites, which have particular policy constraints, should be included in the 
assessment for the sake of comprehensiveness but these constraints must be set out clearly, including where they 
severely restrict development. An important part of the desktop review, however, is to test again the opproprioteness 
of other previously defined constroints, rather than simply to accept them. ' It is considered therefore that the HELAA 
by removing such a large number of sites at this early stage because of their location without properly considering if 
they are suitable, available and achievable for housing over the plan period renders the HELAA defective as it does not 
provide a full picture of land availability in the plan area. The Sustainability Appraisal which incorporates Issues and 
Options and forms part of the evidence base for the preparation of the Joint Local Plan includes a number of areas 
currently within the Green Belt as potential reasonable alternatives. To exclude the reasonable alternative of realising 
green,belt at sustainable locations based purely on policy grounds at this early stage in the HELAA would result in the 
Plan failing to meet its test of soundness as set out in paragraph 182 of the NPPF. It is noted that development options 
within the Green Belt will be considered as part of subsequent reviews of the HELAA and their assessment will be 
informed by the outcome of Part 2 of the Green Belt Assessment. The published maps however which identify the 
areas for further consideration at this second stage only include a limited number of 'General Areas' which 'passed' the 
Part 1 assessment of which only a small number of sites put forward fall within. The wholesale removal of all sites 
within the Green Belt in the HElAA prior to being assessed inhibits any further analysis of their suitability regardless of 
the findings of the Green Belt Assessment. Many of the sites form small parts of General Areas which as a whole have 
failed the Part 1 assessment. However by reassessing these smaller areas of land, particularly where they are adjacent 
to existing built up areas, in relation to their purpose for being included in the Green Belt would result in a more robust 
analysis of land availability. The Green Belt Assessment only assesses land with regards to the 5 purposes for including 
land within Green Belt. It doesn't however take into account 'the need to promote sustainable patterns of 
development' as set out in Paragraph 84 of the NPPF. The HELAA should be making this assessment for all available 
sites. Supporting this view are the Inspectors preliminary conclusions, in respect of Cambridge City Local Plan 
Examination and South Cambridgeshire District Local Plan Examination, which included serious concerns in relation to 
the soundness of the plans. Amongst the serious concerns raised was the decision to release only a very small number 
of sites within the Green Belt to meet housing and employment needs. There were concerns regarding the 
methodology of the Green Belt review but the major concern was that it did not take account of the need to promote 
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sustainable patterns of development as required by paragraph 85 of the NPPF, a fact which the Council's accepted. 
Releases of Green Belt land to meet development needs were rejected at an early stage in the process. No further 
consideration was given to a number of proposals for development on the urban edge on the grounds that these could 
not be considered as reasonable alternatives. Whilst the letter is clear that it should not be interpreted as an indication 
that further releases of Green Belt land would be necessary to ensure soundness, it is clear that councils are required 
to more fully explain the reasons for departing from their Sustainable Development Strategy Review which, in full 
accordance with the NPPF, requires genuinely sustainable development that balances economic, social and 
environmental needs. In light of the above, releases of Green Belt land to meet development needs should be 
considered as reasonable alternatives and not be rejected at such an early stage in the HELAA process. Question 5: 
What spatial strategy option or options do you think the Council should consider and what should be the priority 
order? Are there any other spatial strategy options that the Joint Plan should consider and why? Looking first at 
Options A and B, these both advocate a strategy of trying to accommodate future housing needs on land within existing 
built up areas. With regards to Option A; in our view this option will only result in a small increase in residential units 
and will not meet all the identified need. The re-use of brownfield sites has long been government policy and as a result 
the number of suitable sites which have yet to be re-developed will be limited. This is supported by the findings to date 
of the draft HELAA. Furthermore on-site restraints such as amenity and area character will kerb any significant increase 
in density and building heights. With regards to the suggestion that open space uses that are compatible within the 
Green Belt could be relocated to make space for development; such a strategy would be wholly inappropriate. The 
NPPF places great emphasis on the importance of maintaining and improving green infrastructure and the importance 
of it being accessible for all. Relocating this away from the community it serves is unsustainable and flies in the face of 
the NPPF's overarching principle that there are three dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social and 
environmental. A strategy of relocating open spaces away from built up areas fails to meet both the social and 
environmental role of sustainable development. likewise as outlined above, Option B, which advocates testing the 
scope for increasing development opportunities within the Established Residential Areas of Special Character and 
Residential Areas of Exceptional Character, will only result in a small number of new dwellings given that the land 
affected is relatively limited in size, for example in the case of South Bucks, these areas of restriction only relates to 
small parcels of land within Beaconsfield and Gerard Cross. Furthermore it has historically been established that these 
areas warrant additional protection due to their special character and even if these protections were reduced, 
character, amenity and access considerations would be likely result in any new housing being at a relatively low 
density. Given that Options A and B will not provide sufficient land to meet the identified housing needs of the Joint 
Local Plan area, greater emphasis will need to be given to finding suitable development sites within the Green Belt. 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

556 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Some 87% of South Bucks and Chilterns combined currently lies within the Green Belt resulting in significant pressure 
for parcels of land to be released from the Green Belt for development. Options C to J in one guise or another all 
require further consideration of altering the Green Belt boundaries to accommodate new housing and this strategy is in 
principal supported. In our view significant weight must be given to the sustainability of the settlement both in relation 
to the different modes of sustainable transport available (and their connectivity to other modes of sustainable 
transport) and local amenities and services. In addition, the location of the settlement within the wider highway 
network and its relationship with surrounding larger settlements is also paramount to any future development and the 
ability for the local highway network to cope with an increase in traffic. On this basis therefore the most sustainable 
and appropriate location for future housing is adjacent to principal settlements regardless of whether these 
settlements are outside the Plan area. Such settlements already have a wide range of education, retail, health care, 
leisure and employment opportunities which can be improved and complemented by any new development. This 
strategy is outlined in Options C and D, however, the exiting settlements in Option D, whilst outside the Plan area, are 
much larger and therefore have better access to public transport, the wider highway network and a significantly wider 
range of facilities and amenities public transport, making this the more sustainable option of the two and therefore 
greater emphasis should be placed on this. Allocating housing to smaller settlements to ensure their long term 
sustainability as outlined in Options E, F, H and I may, in our view, be appropriate. However, careful consideration will 
need to be given to the amount of new housing these smaller settlements can accommodate given the likely highway 
constraints, the lack of local amenities and the impact a significant number of new housing development will have on 
their character. In our view however, the provision of additional housing along a 'generally' built up frontage within the 
Green belt' as outlined in Option H and the additional sustainable growth options based purely on the proximity to 
train stations outlined in Option J would be likely to fail to promote sustainable patterns of development as required by 
the NPPF as it would in essence result in ribbon like development in remote locations not within or adjacent to existing 
settlements. We are therefore of the view that Scenarios A and B which will limit new development to sites outside the 
existing green belt boundary will not deliver the number of houses required or ensure a robust 5 year housing supply is 
maintained. The only practical scenario therefore is a hybrid scenario with a greater emphasis on sites adjacent to 
principal settlements and particularly those outlined in Option o such as Slough which are outside the Plan area but 
provide the greatest number of amenities and are therefore will be the most sustainable locations. This is in line with 
the NPPF which advocates the need for sustainable patterns of development and for sustainable development to 
underpin all plan making. Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlementsl 
site options that could be part of these options? As outlined in Question 5 above, in order to meet the identified 
housing need a combination of a number of the options outlined in the Consultation Paper will need to be considered. 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

557 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

In our view Option 0 provides the most sustainable and appropriate location for future housing as it advocates 
development adjacent to existing large settlements which have a wide range of education, retail, health care, leisure 
and employment opportunities as well as good public transport links and easy access to the wider highway network. 
The policies in the NPPF allow the release of Green Belt sites where they help to meet housing need and deliver 
sustainable development. Given the extent of Green Belt in the Plan area and the level of identified housing need it will 
be necessary to release Green Belt sites adjacent to sustainable settlements in orderto meet the shortfall in housing 
supply. An example of a site that is able to in part fulfil the established housing need is the Land East of Uxbridge Road, 
George Green, Slough which has been submitted on behalf of Curson Rochford LLP, and failure to consider it as a 
reasonable alternative would be contrary to the second bullet of paragraph 85 of the NPPF. The site is unique in that 
the built up area of Slough wraps around the site to the south and south west and a large building used as a nursery is 
located directly to the south. To the North is George Green a small village and to the west is open countryside. The 25 
hectare site, is currently operating as a mineral extraction site which will cease in 2020. The accompanying concept 
masterplan and associated surveys establish that the site could provide 1117 dwellings within the Plan period which 
would be a meaningful contribution towards the established housing need. The site is located directly adjacent to the 
built up area of Slough relating well with the existing built form. It is in close proximity to a number of amenities and 
services and the survey work undertaken as part of this consultation which can be found in the supporting Concept 
Master Plan demonstrates that there are few physical constraints relating to the site all of which can be satisfactorily 
overcome. Preliminary work undertaken by Bancroft confirms that access can be achieved in at least two places along 
Uxbridge Road, without unduly impacting upon the existing highway network. Work undertaken by Abington 
Consulting Ltd establishes that necessary level offlood attenuation can be achieved whilst still ensuring that the site is 
developed to its full potential. With regards to the sites location within the Green Belt; in Part 1 the Buckinghamshire 
Green Belt Assessment it forms a small part of General Area 88 which has been dismissed for further analysis in Part 2. 
General Area 88, however is some 500 hectares in area and is one of the largest parcels of land in the assessment. The 
site only forms a very small part of this area and given its location directly adjacent to an existing settlement and its 
potential to provide a sustainable pattern of development further analysis of its purpose for being included in the 
Green Belt is warranted. The Landscape and Visual Assessment undertaken by Nigel Cowlin (Appendix 3 of Concept 
Master Plan) concludes that this site has relatively little importance in terms of Green Belt function and purpose and a 
development on this site may have minimal wider implications in terms of appreciation of openness. From outlying 
countryside locations there would be no material changes in the appearance of builtup urban form, there would be 
minimal erosion of any separation between settlement areas, and there would be no wider visible encroachment into 
the countryside. With all these factors taken into account it is considered that in real experiential terms this 
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development should not cause notable harm to the function and purpose of Green Belt in the area and the character 
and openness of outlying areas within the wider Green Belt would be unharmed. When, analysing the site is more 
detail, it is clear that it makes a limited contribution to the Green Belt and does not in fact fulfil the purposes of 
including land within the Green Belt. The five purposes of are set out within paragraph 80 of the NPPF and are 
reproduced below followed by our comments:- Purpose 1; to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas It is 
our view that removal ofthe site from Green Belt would create a new boundary that would provide a very strong, 
identifiable new edge to the Green Belt. Removal of the site from the Green Belt would therefore have low potential to 
lead to unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. Purpose 2; to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 
It is our view that development of the site would not create a marginal space between two settlements. Development 
ofthe site would not result in actual coalescence or merging of settlement. Although it would reduce the extent of 
Green Belt between the village of George Green and Slough, the development of the site would be contained by 
existing natural features and the provision of public open space along the northern boundary ensuring that a sufficient 
gap is retained. Purpose 3; to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment The development of the site 
would only encroach on countryside to a minor degree. However, the site has few characteristics of open countryside 
as it is bounded on two sides by existing built form and George Green wraps round the site to the north and northeast. 
Purpose 4; to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns We consider that the site plays no part in the 
preservation of any setting or special character of a historic town or any significant feature of historic interest. 
Therefore, appropriately designed development would have no effect on the setting or special character of the historic 
town or a feature of historic interest. Purpose 5; to assist in urban regeneration The housing requirement for which 
land must be found is in addition to urban capacity. In summary the land East of Uxbridge Road is a good example of a 
site which does not need to be kept permanently open, therefore maintaining the integrity of the Green Belt. Its 
development would promote a sustainable pattern of development adjacent to the large existing settlement of Slough 
Finally, with regards to deliverability, the minerals extraction operation currently taking place on the site will cease in 
2020 and its restoration is to be completed by 2024. It is expected that all pre commencement work can be undertaken 
in advance of this date enabling construction to begin promptly. In the absence of any major constraints, at a build rate 
of approximately 150 dwellings per annum, it is reasonable to assume that the site could deliver the necessary number 
of units within the timescales required making a meaningful contribution to housing delivery in the second half of the 
plan period. Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chilton/ South Bucks? In our 
view on the basis that neither the HElAA nor the Green Belt Assessment have been completed that it is premature at 
this early stage to predict that the Joint Plan Area will be unable to meet either the established needs of the Plan area 
or any unmet needs from adjacent areas. There is still considerable scope to alter the Green Belt boundaries in the area 
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to accommodate new development in a sustainable manner. The HELAA has yet to be completed for South Bucks and 
by not assessing all proposed sites regardless of their location in its current form it fails to properly consider all 
reasonable alternatives. [Please see accompanying Concept Master Plan for Land east of Uxbridge Road, George Green, 
Slough.] 

Rep3752 Mr 
Shawn 
McCormick 

Concerning Butlers Field, Chalfont St Peter I would like to submit my objection to the removal of green belt and the 
proposed development of the Butlers Field site for the following reasons: 1. As a nearby resident, I often go for walks in 
Butlers Field and find it to be one of the few remaining bounties of indigenous wildlife in the area (note: with the M25 
nearby, safe/natural habitats are few and far between in this area). I often see/hear a wide range of animals in/around 
Butlers Field including hedgehogs, foxes and field mice. Robins, cardinals and owls are also frequently spotted/heard in 
and around this natural wildlife area. 2. I also support the views of other objectors in that open space is a valuable 
resource for nature study, walkers (there is a public right-of-way through the field), dogs and general well being. 3. It is 
also of great concern that development of a site such as this would result in additional unsustainable pressure on 
infrastructure (doctors, schools, roads, parking, public spaces, water, electricity, etc) in Chalfont St Peter which is 
already the subject of a massive, new and highly contentious development less than 1 km away in the center of the 
village - the former Holy Cross site. Certainly consideration of the fact that the village is already accepting significant 
development which will unalterably impact our community is an element for consideration by the Council. 
Furthermore, I would raise the question that I and many of my neighbors have when looking at this prospective 
development; what is the benefit for those of us who call Chalfont St Peter home? We understand it for the developers 
that will financially benefit from such efforts, but what will we, those who have made a lifelong commitment to the 
area receive? I therefore feel that this field should be d for special protection. The Epilepsy Centre I object to the 
further development of the Epilepsy Centre site. This site has already been partly developed with new retirement 
homes. The green belt fields belonging to the Epilepsy Centre currently form the hub of the Chalfont Saints Football 
teams, which consist of dozens of football teams for children and youths from age 7 upwards. These fields are a hive of 
activity most weekends where children from Chalfont St Peter regularly train on a weekly basis, and where matches 
with visiting teams are played every Sunday. It is critical that we retain such resources for children (and adults) to enjoy 
as part of an active and healthy lifestyle. If playing field resources are lost to housing developments, they will not be 
recoverable and neither will the benefits they bring to so many children. Proposed Removal of ERASC status, Chalfont 
Heights Estate The removal of this protection of the Chalfont Heights Estate, would open the estate up to inappropriate 
development. It would, over time, spoil the character of a special, peaceful and semi-rural feature of Chalfont St Peter. 
Furthermore, it is the beauty of the area which has attracted us to relocate here in the first place - to damage that 
character would be an affront to have invested a good portion of our lives in the area. Changing the terms of the ERASC 
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status would be a "bait and switch" on us as residents of this fine estate. Paragraph 7.6 of the Plan asks 'communities 
to identify local measures to reflect the characteristics of local areas'. ERASC is one of these measures, so there is no 
sense in removing it. 

Rep3753 Mr 
Chris Lander 

I write in connection with the above proposal of both Employment Area of Search and the Built Area Extension Option 
search within Chesham as proposed within the Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036). I have 
examined the plans and I know the area well. Whilst I appreciate the need for more housing and employment area’s 
within our district as a whole, I wish to object strongly to the proposed development of these specific areas within 
Chesham and explain why I think these should be disregarded as viable sites. The reasons I object to both search sites 
being considered are: • Impact on Chesham’s Infrastructure - Roads I have concerns that Chesham’s road infrastructure 
will be not be able to cope with the addition of 1,000 extra houses and an employment site. Chesham already becomes 
gridlocked at peak times and with little scope for widening the roads or the ability to build to allow for increased 
capacity, I feel that this problem will become exacerbated and completely paralyse the town. I also have major 
concerns about the nature of the vehicles which will be using the proposed industrial employment site. You have not 
given any details as to the type of businesses which will potentially operate on this site, but a considerable increase in 
the number of HGV’s and industrial vehicles using our (small) country roads is simply not viable on our town’s road 
network. The danger posed to residents by these vehicles and the levels of noise pollution which industrial vehicles 
bring is another major cause for concern. The conditions of Chesham’s roads (due to potholes, etc) is pretty poor, with 
continued cuts and the amount spent on maintaining our roads already in decline, I raise concerns as to whether our 
roads will be able to physically cope with the additional stress which heavy industrial vehicles will place on them. I also 
raise concerns as to the impact developing within these specific areas would have on parking within the town of 
Chesham, which is already at maximum capacity. - Schools Chesham’s schools have a wonderful reputation and are 
generally outstanding. There is already considerable capacity pressures on our schools and they are already 
oversubscribed. An additional 1,000 houses will intensify the pressure on these schools and will inevitably lead to a 
drop in standards if class sizes increase in order to accommodate the new residents. - Hospitals/Doctors/Dentists As 
above, I have serious doubts as to whether Chesham’s Doctors/Dentists will be able to cope with the additional 
number of potential patients. I also have major concerns about access to our only local hospital in Stoke Mandeville. 
Currently it takes upwards of 25 minutes to get from Vale Road to Stoke Mandeville hospital, which is already a long 
time, especially in an emergency. With the additional pressure on our road infrastructure and the ensuing gridlock 
1,000 houses and an industrial estate will inevitably cause, the journey time to Stoke Mandeville will surely increase. 
This proposes serious risks to residents and a danger to life. • Crime - I am concerned that the proposed building of 
houses and employment area will propose a significant increase in the risk of crime in the area. • Environmental 

 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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concerns, including increase risk of flooding. - Flooding Chesham, in particular Vale Road, is situated at the bottom of 
the Valley. The area is already designated as being at high risk of flooding from surface water, flood warnings have 
already been issued within the area (Source: Environment Agency), as detailed in the map below: Given that both 
proposed sites will build on green belt land and specifically in the case of the employment area, will require the 
destruction of Francis Wood and the natural flood barriers these offer, this will increase the risk of flooding to existing 
properties. This increased risk of flooding to existing residents alone should cause enough concern to discount both 
proposed search areas as being completely unviable options for development. - Loss of wildlife habitats Both search 
sites are planned in areas of substantial wildlife habitat. In particular the area proposed for the employment area 
includes Berkhampstead Field. The field has been recorded as containing 38 wildflowers species and 12 grasses, 
including some key chalk grassland species. Seven butterfly species have been found there, including the dinghy 
skipper, which is declining in range in the UK. This field has been designated as a chalk grassland habitat. 80% of 
naturally managed chalk grassland has been lost from this country since World War Two, making the site potentially 
very important for wildlife. The search area for the intended employment area includes Francis Wood. Francis Wood is 
an Ancient Woodland. A nationally important habitat. Ancient woodland status is the term given to sites that have 
been continuously wooded since at least 1600AD. There is evidence that Francis Wood is at least 800 years old. The 
soils and ecosystems have built up over this long timescale creating a biologically and culturally rich environment. 
Francis Wood supports hundreds of different types of birds, bats, fungi, insects, plants and trees. Ancient Woodlands 
are, by definition, irreplaceable. They cannot be re-created or moved elsewhere because they are so long in the 
making. Natural England reconfirmed recently that Francis Wood is designated as an Ancient Woodland on their 
national inventory, meaning it is of national as well as local importance. Any development would result in the loss of 
the Francis Wood ancient woodland site. I remind you that The National Planning Policy Framework (para 118) says, 
“Planning authorities should refuse planning permission for developments that would lead to loss or deterioration of 
irreplaceable habitats unless the need for, and benefits of, the development in that location clearly outweigh the loss”. 
I do not believe that the loss of such a significant nationally important habitat is outweighed by the need for or benefits 
of the development of Francis Wood as an employment area/industrial estate. Further to my point above, I would also 
like to know if any Tree Protection Orders (TPOs) are in place in Francis Woods? The area is also a natural habitat for 
the Common pipistrelle and Soprano pipistrelle Bat, which are widespread and common throughout the county of 
Buckinghamshire. The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 gave legal protection to bats and their roosts. I request a Bat 
survey to be carried out, paying particular attention to roosts in Francis Wood. If roosts are found in these woods then 
the search area should be disregarded as a viable option for development. • Destruction of Greenbelt land - The 
proposed search areas are both within areas of Green Belt land and I think that the proposal to build within the 
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Employment Area site and the Residential Search area does adequately justify the loss of green belt and think that both 
search sites should be disregarded as being viable. Green Belt serves five purposes: (i) to check the unrestricted sprawl 
of large built-up areas; (ii) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; (iii) to assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment; (iv) to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and (v) to assist in 
urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. Both of the search areas within 
Chesham fulfil all of the vital roles of Green Belt and therefore should not be chosen as sites for The Employment Area 
and Residential development. • Legality/morality of building on this land - Chesham Town Council dedicated the land of 
Berkhampstead Field and Nashleigh Hill recreation ground in as a Public Open Space in 1955, which was passed to 
Chesham Town Council in 1974 during local government reorganisation. The land is currently use by the whole 
community for a wide variety of recreational reasons. I question how the council have the legal or moral right to 
develop on an area which has been specifically designated as a recreational public space? • Privacy As a resident of 
Vale Road, my property backs on to Nashliegh Hill, Berkhampstead Field and Francis Wood. Given its steep slope, any 
proposed development within the proposed employment area search site would not afford adequate privacy for 
ourselves and the other residential properties on Vale Road, particularly with regard to their right to the quiet 
enjoyment of garden amenities. When deciding on which search area to use as the employment area, I would urge you 
to consider the responsibilities of the council under the Human Rights Act in particular Protocol 1, Article 1 which states 
that a person has the right to peaceful enjoyment of all their possessions which includes the home and other land. I 
believe that the proposed development would have a dominating impact on my family and our right to the quiet 
enjoyment of our property. Article 8 of the Human Rights Act states that a person has the substantive right to respect 
for their private and family life. In the case of Britton vs SOS the courts reappraised the purpose of the law and 
concluded that the protection of the countryside falls within the interests of Article 8. Private and family life therefore 
encompasses not only the home but also the surroundings. If this search area is chosen as the site for the employment 
area, the residents of Vale Road will have their Human Rights impeded and would be able to make a very valid case in 
court. In conclusion, for the reasons I have laid out above, I wish to strongly object to any development on either of the 
search sites proposed for Chesham. 

Rep3754 Mrs 
Susan Moffat 
on behalf of 
Gerrards Cross 
Town Council 

Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, 
on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint 
Local Plan process? Why are the houses currently being given permission large and expensive when what is needed and 
desired by the residents are smaller and more affordable properties to encourage large home owners to move. 
Independent living in smaller more compact dwellings – not always apartments. They also are too highly priced. The 
issue of previous planning applications passed but not developed should be taken into consideration. The LGA and 
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Glenigan highlighted that property developers have nationally 475,647 unbuilt homes with planning permission. The 
nine largest housebuilders are sitting on enough land to build 615,152 homes. The above information should make a 
material difference to the number of houses required. HEDNA on page 11 gives a figure of 20% up lift in households 
which has been applied across CDC, SBDC and WDC collectively. WDC has a higher population than CDC and SBDC 
combined and has totally different employment and housing needs. We believe each should be calculated individually. 
The numbers of future employment and housing need in South Bucks is highly speculative and unreliable. Statements 
such as “we will be faced with a level of growth that our communities have not experienced for the last 40 to 50 years” 
are meaningless. There is an underlying assumption in the HEDNA that people need to live where they work, which is 
not the case. For instance, Gerrards Cross exists largely because of its railway connection to London, where a significant 
proportion of the population of Gerrards Cross works. These workers have no desire to live in London. Similarly, 
workers in Gerrards Cross travel from Slough, High Wycombe, Amersham, Uxbridge and even London. There is a 
further underlying assumption that increasing housing will reduce house prices. This is a nonsense, as clearly illustrated 
by prices in London. The HEDNA also ignores that fact that many people in Gerrards Cross work from home, either for 
their own businesses or for their employers in London and elsewhere. This is a source of employment that is not 
considered in the HEDNA. Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to 
whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? If smaller 
units were built on available land then the total would be greater and Green Belt land would not need to be allocated 
for development. SB0046 HELAA site possible/acceptable. 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? There are no such sites in 
Gerrards Cross. 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. 
Joint Local Plan Vision should have the following objectives: • Improved design of all built development. • 
enhancement of local character. • respect Conservation Areas, • better and improved infrastructure. • faster 
broadband. The main issues facing Gerrards Cross are: • Lack of medical facilities i.e. a GP surgery. • Environmental 
impact of the expansion of Heathrow. • Lack of primary and a secondary school. • Scarcity of smaller units of 
accommodation within the centre of Gerrards Cross. • Overstretched infrastructure, roads, drains and parking. 
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? Priority order 
for spatial strategy options: 1. Option A - is preferred with better use of land in built up areas. With increasing heights 
and density proposed it is important that neighbours are not unfairly treated 2. Option J – should be considered. 
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Comments on other options Option C and H should only be considered if Gerrards Cross is included within the class of 
Rural Exception sites Option B - the RAEC areas should be retained as they are a valuable tool in the planning process 
and are valued by the residents of each designated area and help to keep the character of that area. Section 4.5: 
Although the Spatial Options in the “separate South Bucks District Local Plan regulation 18 consultation” in 4.5 option 
b) includes urban extensions to Beaconsfield, Gerrards Cross and Burnham, no housing areas in Burnham have been 
considered in the Plan. Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site 
options that could be part of these options? Parcel 47b (A40/Bull Lane) - Comments These comments concern that area 
bounded by the A40 (Oxford Road), Bull Lane, the Railway line, and the footpath from the A40 to the footbridge over 
the railway. This is predominantly agricultural land that includes Raylands Farm (area SB001 also referred to as 
CD0033), but also includes the properties on the south side of Bull Lane and the north side of Oxford Road. There is no 
trace of this area in either the ARUP report or the HELAA Call for Sites list. It has no name or reference number. In fact, 
there is no trace of this area, other than its inclusion in the Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter map in the Local Plan 
document. We would question the reason why this has been included at all. 1. ARUP recommendation results This is 
part of Parcel 47b, which was rejected for release from Green Belt in the ARUP recommendation. This recommendation 
was made after a detail evaluation of the area against the Green Belt Purposes and should be refused for this reason. 
(GB scores for 1-4 were 3, 3, 4 and 1.) The comments in the ARUP report for Parcel 47b largely address the area to the 
west of Beaconsfield Golf Course, rather than the whole of Parcel 47b. Because access to the area to the west of the 
Golf Course will be improved by the introduction of the A355 Relief road and being adjacent to the to-be-developed 
Wilton Park, this has weakened the Green Belt scores for the whole land parcel, which are therefore too low. The ARUP 
report ignores the proximity of the Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter Communities, which is surprising, given that 
this area includes areas in both communities. Raylands Farm was also rejected at the HELAA Stage 1 by both South 
Bucks (SB001) and Chiltern District Council (CD0033). 2. Green Belt Scores The ARUP scores Green Belt purposes for the 
whole land parcel are 3, 3, 4 and 1. These have been reduced by the inclusion of the western end of the parcel, 
bordering Beaconsfield with the new A355 relief road and Wilton Park development. For the reasons set out below, 
this score should be increased to 4, 4, 5 and 4. This is far higher than the whole of parcel 47b, and therefore should not 
be released from Green Belt. a. GB 1: Check Unrestricted Sprawl For Purpose 1, The ARUP report only considers Parcel 
47b as a whole for this purpose, which means that it is bounded by major roads and the railway. However, the area 
now being considered is unrestricted at the western boundary and has the potential to ultimately spill over into Siblets 
Wood and Mumsford Farm. For this reason, the ARUP score should be increased from 3 to 4. b. GB2: Prevent Merging 
The ARUP report only considers the proximity to Beaconsfield and ignores the fact that this will join Gerrards Cross to 
Chalfont St Peter. This Green Belt area is in both Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter. Development of this land will 
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therefore further join these 2 communities by Bull Lane bridge and the footbridge at Sibbets Wood. Its score should be 
increased to from 3 to 5. c. GB3: Safeguarding the Countryside Footpath 8, which leads from the Oxford Road to Bull 
Lane at the junction with Layters Way and joins to footpaths 15 from Hedgerley Lane and footpath 14 to Moat Farm is 
used on a daily basis by Gerrards Cross residents from south of the A40 to safely access the town centre via Layters 
Way. It is also used extensively by walkers and hikers as a link from Chalfont St Peter to Hedgerley. Footpath 8 offers 
excellent views across open farmland and walkers will suffer loss of amenity. The footpath from the A40 besides Siblets 
Wood to the new footbridge connects Chalfont St Peter to Bulstrode Park and Hedgerley. It is regularly used by walkers 
with unrestricted spectacular views across open farmland, who will suffer loss of amenity. Bull Lane to the north of the 
area connects Gerrards Cross to Chalfont St Peter. It is a narrow winding road with no footway and is used for access to 
Gayhurst and Maltmans Green schools. As such, it is already heavily congested, with daily traffic jams at the junction 
with Bulstrode Way that will be exacerbated by any additional traffic from further development. The residents on the 
south side of Bull Lane will lose their views that they enjoy across open fields and trees. The properties on the north 
side of the A40 will also lose their views across the farmland. The area is largely productive arable land used on an 
ongoing basis for cattle grazing and growing cereal crops. For Purpose 3, this is arable farm land that is fully utilised, 
affords visual and exercise amenity to the surrounding residents and walkers and its score should be increased from 4 
to 5. d. GB4: Preserve setting & special character of historic towns For Purpose 4, the ARUP report does not include the 
fact that this area is adjacent to the Gerrards Cross Centenary Conservation Area in Bulstrode Way and Layters Way. 
This score should be increased to 4. 3. Employment This is productive agricultural land use by a local farmer and, as 
such, is a source of employment that will be lost if it is released for housing development. This loss of employment will 
drive out the very workers that this plan seeks to accommodate in South Bucks. 4. Flooding The A40 by Bulstrode Park 
has always been susceptible to severe flooding. Recently, a soak pit has been dug to temporarily relieve this during 
heavy rain. However, the land proposed for Green Belt release on the north side of the A40 is on a flood plain and not 
suitable for development. (The existing houses in the area on the north side of the Oxford Road have been built on the 
only existing higher ground for this reason). 5. Pollution The A40 is a heavily used route for both cars and commercial 
lorries. It is the route used from traffic travelling to and from the M40 to access Gerrards Cross, Chalfont St Peter, 
Tatling End and Denham. It is also the main connecting route between Gerrards Cross, Beaconsfield and High 
Wycombe. In addition, it is the relief road for the M40. This means there is heavy traffic tailing back from Gerrards 
Cross to the Pyebush roundabout whenever there is any accident or roadworks on either the M40 or the M25 junction 
16. This happens at least once a month, causing heavy pollution along the A40. This has a high concentration of exhaust 
gases, including nitrous oxide, making it unsuitable for housing, particularly for young children. 6. Access The narrow 
winding nature of Bull Lane with private houses on either side and heavy congestion means that his could not be used 
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to access additional housing. This means that access to the area will be from the A40 and would require a major road 
restructuring. The A40 into Gerrards Cross is already heavily congested in the mornings, often tailing back to Wapseys 
Wood. The A40 is also the relief road to the M40 motorway. Any incident of either the M40 of the M25 junction 16 
means that the A40 is blocked on regular (typically at least once per monthly) basis all the way from Gerrards Cross to 
the Pyebush roundabout. Any further traffic or road junctions into additional housing can only further exacerbate this. 
The part of this area that is in Chalfont St Peter would not have good access to the centre of Chalfont St Peter and 
would require an additional road bridge over the railway. 7. Ecology: This area is a wildlife habitat occupied by muntjak 
deer, badgers, foxes, hedgehogs and rabbits that can be seen on a daily basis. There is also an extensive population of 
bats that can be seen in summer evenings above the fields. Any development of this area will require a bat survey. 
Much of the wooded areas, copses and hedges surrounding the fields is used by nesting birds. These include Tawny 
Owl, Blackbird, Song Thrush, Mistle Thrush, Jay, Redwing, Cuckoo, Swallow, Blue Tit, Long Tailed Tit, Common Redstart, 
Goldcrest, Wren, Robin, Green Woodpecker, Great Spotted Woodpecker, Kestrel, Red Legged Partridge and Heron. 
Parcel 57a / 57b – Lower Road comments The proposed land is unsuitable for use as an employment zone for the 
following reasons: 1. There is currently empty office space in Gerrards Cross town centre and Chalfont Park itself. This 
shows there isn’t a need for further office space. The District Council make the argument that trends may change in the 
future but we would submit that the trends are currently moving away from office based businesses towards e-
commerce and remote working. 2. In respect of potential use for light industrial / warehouses, this would be an 
unsuitable location. There is no history of such use within Gerrards Cross and this would adversely affect the character 
of the area. The area falls within The Colne Valley Park and is important for wildlife. There are more suitable locations 
elsewhere in the District for this. 3. There would be a huge loss of trees if the land was developed which would have 
adverse environmental consequences. Also, it would expose nearby residents directly to the noise and pollution from 
the A413 without this natural buffer in between. We understand that the trees are currently protected by a Tree 
Preservation Order. 4. Developing the land will also have adverse consequences in terms of flooding. The loss of trees 
and greenery could lead to more standing water on the A413, which is already a serious issue. 5. The ARUP report 
states that 57a and 57b both ‘retain a largely rural open character’. 57a is largely unbuilt on and 57b only 10% built on. 
It is clear that both pieces of land contribute to making the area feel rural and less ‘built up’. 6. Despite the overall 
findings of the ARUP report, we believe that the parcels of land play an important role in separating the settlements of 
Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross, Tatling End and Denham. If these parcels are developed, the settlements would be 
very close to merging. 7. If 57a/57b were released from Green Belt this would also allow the argument to be made in 
future plans that other green belt areas surrounding these parcels could be released because of development has taken 
place on 57a/57b. 8. If the employment zone were to proceed, against our views above, any development must only be 
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within the already built up area of Chalfont Park offices and not any other unbuilt part and it should only be for office 
use. Comments on Parcel 69 – Land to rear of Howards Wood Drive/Fulmer Drive Gerrards Cross 1) Parcel 69 is 
unsuitable for development and was not recommended by the ARUP report, for what we believe to be, good reasons. 
2) A large area of mature woodland exists, including ancient oak, beech, birch and wild flowers, from the south side of 
Howards Wood Drive/Fulmer Drive in the top of the Parcel and between Windsor Road and towards Fulmer Road 
(where a meadow also exists). If lost in redevelopment, this Green Belt area acting as a vital barrier between existing 
houses and the M40 motorway would be totally destroyed. 3) The topography of Parcel 69 shows that the proposed 
land slopes down from existing housing towards the M40 motorway. The wide range of well established mature trees 
has mitigated M40 vehicle exhaust pollution and their removal would impact severely on existing residents and even 
more so on those living in new homes closer to the M40 motorway. 4) The sloping land and density of trees absorbs 
rain water running away from existing housing and may cause a flood risk nearer to the M40 motorway should trees 
and undergrowth be destroyed. 5) There is an underground stream running from the Dukes Wood area, under Fulmer 
Drive, culminating in the ‘Fish Ponds’ in Parcel 69. Maps will show these ponds to lie near the top of the Parcel and 
running towards the M40 motorway. The future destination of the stream, should building occur, would be in serious 
doubt and potentially cause flooding near the M40 motorway. 6) The woodland trees also create a barrier to noise 
from the M40 which would undoubtedly increase should development occur. Department of Transport, Car Ownership 
England forecasts 2010-2040, in worst case scenario, show national increases in car volumes in the region of 9 million, 
with obvious impact on the M40 and the increasing pollution levels emitting from it. 7) High voltage electricity pylons 
run down the centre of the Parcel from existing housing and across the M40. Any new housing would be exposed to 
any associated health risks. 8) Light pollution emanating from any new development, would also increase. 9) Access to 
the Parcel from both Windsor Road and Fulmer Road would be limited. Both roads are fairly narrow. The access from 
Windsor Road would be on a hill and bend; a road which is already a ‘fast’ road, producing clear road hazards. The 
Fulmer Road access would be again, from a narrow country road with pavements only on one side due to its narrow 
nature. The ability to widen these roads is very limited given existing housing along both roads. 9) The impact on 
wildlife, should the Parcel of land be developed, would be devastating and the habitat to deer, badgers, foxes, birds 
and other wildlife, would be lost. 10) The need for access by new inhabitants to doctor surgeries would create more 
burden on already overstretched doctors in the area, there being no such services in Gerrards Cross. 11) Local schools 
are also oversubscribed and will not cope well with any added requirement for school places. 12) Increased housing 
and population would further exacerbate existing substantial pressure on local roads and cause even greater parking 
chaos in Gerrards Cross which has already exceeded manageable levels. Parcel 65a - Tatling End site comments This 
parcel of land plays an important role in maintaining a gap between Gerrards Cross, Tatling End, Denham and Chalfont 
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St Peter. If it was developed, the built up part of Tatling End (which falls within Denham parish) would edge ever closer 
to the Gerrards Cross boundary. Although the ARUP report states the role is limited due to there already being 
development in the parcel, if it was removed from the Green Belt, the level of development could increase significantly 
and increase the built footprint of Tatling End. As stated in the ARUP report only 10-20% of this parcel has been 
developed. The urban fringe character referred to only applies to the part adjacent to the A40. There is important 
woodland and also a small grazing field in the parcel which show that it is still appropriate to be designated as Green 
Belt. The land is also sloping downwards away from the A40. The Council therefore believes this site is not appropriate 
to be taken out of Green Belt designation. If the land were to be taken out of Green Belt then provisions must be in 
place to ensure: 1. Any development is low density and preserves the ‘greenness’ of the area as far as possible 
including the trees. 2. The areas of remaining green belt to the west towards Gerrards Cross (64a and 64b) are strongly 
protected by the Plan from being considered for any future potential development plans. Colston Court on East 
Common, Gerrards Cross should be put forward as a Doctor Surgery. This was originally a school that was released for 
social housing and should not be sold to property speculators. Bulstrode Park should be considered as a site for a new 
state secondary school in Gerrards Cross. Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in 
Chiltern/South Bucks? There is strong agreement with the statement in 4.13 - AVDC has spare capacity for extra 
housing and should be encouraged to take some of the SBDC’s total. Question 8: Do you have any comments or 
suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? Remove the Right to Buy for all Housing 
Association properties. The best properties have been bought and it is impossible, due to high local prices, to replace 
them. Stiffen the criteria for developers to provide affordable housing when they develop in the SBDC area. Commuted 
sums assist with the purchase of alternative stock. Question 9: Do you have any comments on the above options to 
meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? Under 6.2 Option B is preferred. Question 10: How 
do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general and 
affordable needs? Under 6.3 it is stated that there is a need to further supplies of specialist accommodation for older 
people requiring care. Gerrards Cross has a surfeit of such accommodation with voids. What is needed is small purpose 
built properties for independent living, where care can be provided by outside agencies visiting on a daily basis. From 
the affordable angle : Extensions to properties to accommodate older relatives with carefully worded legal constraints 
to ensure correct procedures are followed. Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example 
views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community.? 
The introduction to the draft Heritage strategy for SBDC is poor, too short and compares badly with CDC. Gerrards 
Cross Town Council agrees with the statement (5.4) in the Heritage Strategy. The tree cover provides a sylvan setting in 
an urban landscape; it provides shade and good visual amenity to the residents and visitors alike. The benefit of these 
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trees to wildlife, especially birds cannot be overemphasised. Several of the street names reflect the once wooded 
topography of Gerrards Cross and in particular the Dukes Wood area: for example:- Beech Waye; Birchdale; Daleside, 
Dukes Wood Avenue, Dukes Wood Drive, Firs End. Hedgerley Lane, High Beeches, Howards Thicket, Howards Wood 
Drive, Oak End Way, Orchehill Ave and Orchehill Rise. Furthermore :- Pinewood Close, Slade Oak Lane, The Glade, The 
Greenway, The Spinney, Valley Way, Wayside Gardens, Woodbank Avenue, Woodhill Avenue, Woodlands and 
Woodlands Close. Tree Preservations Orders need to be rigorously upheld and enforced. TPOs form a vital part of the 
enjoyment and appreciation of our Conservation Areas and also our two RAEC area designations. Most of the orchards, 
as mentioned in 5.4, have been dug out and developed. Should this historical feature have value then perhaps when 
Wapseys Wood is restored this feature could become a project for the Community. Within para 5.5 the setting of a 
Heritage Asset is discussed. The Town Council would wish to retain the views from Bulstrode Park and the Camp. St 
James’ Church on the Oxford Rd is an important architectural building and the setting opposite East Common with the 
mature trees in neighbouring gardens helps to provide a suitable background to the Church. The two ponds, i.e. New 
Pond and Latchmoor Pond are part of the character of Gerrards Cross and their setting in the landscape should be 
valued and cherished. Several listed buildings within the town also need their settings to be carefully protected. On 
page 21 of the Draft Heritage strategy mention is made of CDC’s Townscape Assessment, why not SBDC’s ( 2010-) ? This 
document is an important tool in the planning process. On page 23/24 of the Draft Heritage Strategy the Conservation 
areas are listed in SBDC. No mention of the second Conservation area – i.e. Gerrards Cross Centenary Conservation 
Area. On page 26 there is an absence of SBDC papers for Open spaces, recreation and landscapes: why have these been 
omitted? Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and if 
so why is the heritage asset important locally? The unprotected local heritage assets that have been identified but need 
to be logged and given higher status are: The Veteran trees on the Camp, off the Windsor Rd in Gerrards Cross. The 
Parish Council in 2010 commissioned a full report from John Morris, Director of Chilterns Woodlands Project and 
Neville Fay, an international expert on veteran trees. There was a detailed logging of each veteran tree together with a 
suggested management plan. In addition Chris and Russell Read who are volunteers with the Chiltern Woodlands 
Project’s Special Trees identified, measured the girths and mapped 12 trees on The Camp, plus mapping 35 old trees. 
All the above information was shared with the County Council Landscape Officer and SBDC’s Tree Officer at the time, 
Frank Spooner. Research on the work by the great Humphry Repton, who worked on the design of the ‘Rides’ of 
Bulstrode Park in 1789, reveals that the ‘old oaks’ were to be seen on The Camp during the scenic carriage rides. 
Another potential heritage site could be a restored Wapseys Wood. This is important in the setting of Moat Farm, 
which is a listed medieval Farm with several adjacent listed barns. As discussed earlier in this paper a Community 
Orchard would be a fitting project. St Hubert’s House is a Grade II listed building. It dates from around 1860 and was 
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built as a hunting lodge for the 2nd Earl of Portrench. It is worthy of being considered a local heritage asset in the Plan. 
The piers and gates to the house bearing the emblem of St Hubert are also listed. The Bull Hotel - In G.C. Edmonds’s 
book of Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross, written in 1964, a letter from the Dowager Duchess of Portland writes of 
a trip in November 1778 to view the meeting of the Royal Staghounds. The King and Queen arrived soon afterwards 
with their retinue; they breakfasted at the Bull Inn and watched the stag being brought in a cart and let out on the 
Common. Berkeley Cottage on East Common was built in 1793 by Tom Oldaker, he was a famous huntsman who 
remembered a run when the hounds finally lost a fox in the rough ground in Kensington Gardens!! Other well 
respected and appreciated buildings that are listed:- Walpole House, St Hubert’s Cottages on East Common. St Mary’s 
School was originally Orchehill House enlarged for Lady Charlotte late of Bulstrode Park. Moat Farm is a medieval 
farmhouse with surrounding buildings and a moat, some of which remains to this day. The War Memorial in the 
grounds of the Memorial Centre on East Common was designed by Edwin Lutyens in 1923 to commemorate the First 
World War and is a focus of community service on Remembrance Day every 11th November. The Priory , 1 South Park 
Crescent - Grade II listed building, Date listed 24 April 1985, English Heritage ID: 44111. 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. Green Space Designations:- Wapseys Wood including the restoration of footpaths and 
bridleways, Reinstatement of the bridleway from The Camp to Bulstrode Park ( NB This is the pathway of the only 
sewer for the entire Camp Road housing). Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? Local 
Measures valued by the residents of Gerrards Cross Town are a viable town centre, cinema, a good reliable train service 
from the station, library, professional services i.e. legal, together with a hard working, active Town Council. There is a 
good community hub at the Memorial Centre and Youth Centre. Also there is Breeze Gym, Guide HQ, Dukes Wood 
Cricket, Hockey and Tennis Club. The environmental Local Measures are the natural landscape of Bulstrode Park, The 
Camp and the two Commons, together with various green spaces. The Two Ponds – Latchmoor and New Pond have 
very special status with Plantlife, a plant charity under Natural England because they are the site of a very rare and 
endangered aquatic plant - Damasonion Alisma otherwise known as Starfruit after the star- like seeds. Our 20 or so 
footpaths running through the town are allocated to councillors and regularly inspected for accessibility. They are 
highly valued by members of the public. A Parish Plan was published in 2010 setting out the views and wishes of the 
residents of Gerrards Cross. It was written to complement the Buckinghamshire and South Bucks Sustainably 
Community Strategies, setting out the key priorities for the area. Residents of Gerrards Cross highly value the natural 
boundaries created by the Green Belt. Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 
7. The question of design as described on page 55 - The Townscape advice should be strengthened and better advice 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

571 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

given, especially at the preplanning stage. Some extensions could benefit from advice to produce high quality designs 
which enhance the character and legibility of an area and reinforce local distinctiveness and identity. Ugly dormers are 
a case in point. Pointers should be given to lessen the impact of an extended semidetached house next door to an 
unextended house. Basement development is damaging to the surrounding landscape and neighbouring houses when 
they are proposed in areas with high water tables and springs, such as the Dukeswood Area in Gerrards Cross. The 
Town Council agree with the statement on Amenity on page 55 - With ever taller buildings being proposed the privacy 
of neighbours needs to be upheld. Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity 
Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? There are strong feelings that the volume of planning permissions being 
granted are not backed up by the present state of the infrastructure. It is not robust and there are frequent 
breakdowns. The Sustainability Appraisal page 105 para 14.2.12 states the huge increases expected by 205 million 
litres/day up to 2040 together with large increases in water demand. Thames Water plan to meet those demands by 
encouraging water use efficiency and installing water meters and reducing leakage. This statement is not sustainable as 
there are frequent problems with the sewerage systems at the present moment. As things stand now, let alone after 
the proposed new housing is built, the infrastructure is in serious need improvement in the following areas: 1. Medical 
facilities – there is no GP surgery in Gerrards Cross. Residents either have to go to Chalfont St Peter or Denham. The 
surgery practices in Chalfont St Peter are already full to capacity and expecting further increases from the Holy Cross 
development. The doctors are also experiencing an increased load from the increases in sheltered accommodation that 
required home visits by doctors. For a town of almost 9000 people, the lack of a local doctors surgery in unacceptable. 
2. Education – there is only one state primary school (which is at full capacity) and no state secondary school in 
Gerrards Cross. Gerrards Cross uses the Chalfont Community College for secondary education. This school is already full 
to capacity, with further increases expected from Chalfont St Peter. Any further expansion of Gerrards Cross will not be 
able to meet its education demands without a new school. 3. Roads – the road system is inadequate, in a state of 
disrepair and hazardous in places. Developers cause damage to the roads and pavements and it seems they are under 
no obligation to repair it. 4. Green transport and Cycleways - Better provision of bus facilities for out of town transport 
(e.g for school bus routes), and dedicated cycleways to allow separation of bicycles from traffic. During the planning 
period to 2036, cycling is forecast to continue its increase in popularity, particularly amongst younger people, and 
coupled with greater road congestion, the risks to life is considerable. Now is the time to act on better cycle 
infrastructure. 5. Parking – the car parks in Gerrards Cross are full up from early in the morning, making it impossible 
for shoppers and workers to park during the day. This is having a severe impact on the viability of the town centre, 
driving out businesses and employment. It leads to parking on residential roads affecting the residents. The train 
station car park is also saturated and could not cater for an increase in population. 6. Trains into central London, which 
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is a major source of employment for Gerrards Cross, are saturated to capacity and will need to be expanded to meet 
any population increase. 7. The sewage system in Gerrards Cross is full to capacity and already in need of expansion. It 
could not cater for any additional development. 8. Broadband – as more people move into the area and more people 
work from home, broadband infrastructure is becoming increasingly strained, and outages are occurring more 
frequently. There are also still pockets where broadband is very slow, especially towards the proposed parcel of land 
between Fulmer Drive and the M40. Any build-out of capacity must be coordinated with other utility and road 
improvements! The above issues can only be addressed by developers paying their fair share to contribute to the 
infrastructure which will come under more strain as the population increases. The Council would strongly ask SBDC to 
enter into CIL arrangements with developers. Also, more resources need to be put into planning enforcement and tree 
protection as currently these departments are undermanned and not enforcing agreed planning requirements. The fine 
for a developer for removing a tree with a TPO, is insignificant when they are selling properties for millions of pounds 
and replacing a decades old tree with a twig is hardly sufficient. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would 
like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or 
opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? The Sustainability Appraisal has a poor showing 
of SBDC material for example: • Page 95 no population chart for SBDC 13.1 • Page 94 para 13.2.1 only refers to CDC 
The Green Belt issues are governed by NPPF which advocates openness and permanence as essential characteristics of 
the Green Belt. The fundamental aim of the Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently 
open. Five purposes are listed: 1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas 2. To prevent neighbouring 
town 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 The high property prices in Gerrards Cross are determined largely by its fast access to 
central London. This and its large properties has attracted affluent commuters who are largely self-sufficient and do not 
require the infrastructure of an integrated community. Expanding Gerrards Cross to provide additional areas of 
employment will require this existing infrastructure shortfall to be addressed. Gerrards Cross is already overwhelmed 
with an ongoing 4% annual increase in population by development from property speculators with no provision for 
investment in supporting infrastructure, such as schools, medical facilities, utilities, parking, roads and pavements that 
are sadly lacking. Releasing these areas from Green Belt will be an open door to land owners and property developers 
to build homes that will be beyond affordability for most people and will do nothing to attract workers into the South 
Bucks to support new employment. If this Green Belt is released, speculative developers will descend like vultures upon 
these areas immediately, as evidenced by the surveyors already measuring up the fields between Bull Lane and the A40 
as we speak. It would be far better to attract new housing development into areas that do not compete with the price 
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premium of Gerrards Cross. As evidenced in central London, building additional housing will do nothing to reduce 
house prices to the level required to attract a workforce. With the existing planning rules, any new development will 
require only a minimal increase, if any at all, in affordable housing, which developers will do everything in their power 
to bypass. There is nothing in the Local Plan to address this. There is no evidence that the Local Plan addresses the 
shortfall in housing for workers in Gerrards Cross, nor how an immediate land grab by property developers will be 
prevented or controlled. Gerrards Cross Town Council strongly refutes the need for the 4 parcels of land in Gerrards 
Cross to be put forward for removal from the Green Belt. The part of Parcel 47b in Gerrards Cross was excluded from 
Green Belt evaluation by the ARUP report, which mainly considered the weaker area at the Beaconsfield end of this 
parcel. This further strengthens the reasons for retaining this as Green Belt and it should be withdrawn from the list. 
Parcel 69 forms a barrier between the heavy traffic on the M40 and the residential streets of Howards Wood Drive, 
Howards Thicket and Fulmer Drive. It was not recommended for Green Belt in the ARUP report and should be 
withdrawn. Parcel 62 maintains a gap between Gerrards Cross, Tatling End, Denham and Chalfont St Peter and should 
not be considered for release from Green Belt. Parcel 57a forms an important barrier of trees between Gerrards Cross 
and the A413, reducing road noise and pollution to residents of Gerrards Cross, and should not be removed from Green 
Belt. 

Rep3755 Miss 
Leonie 
Christianson 

I strongly object to the Stoke Poges Parish Council suggestion of removing Stoke Court from Green Belt land and 
including it for future possible development. 1) Stoke Coourt provides a strong green belt function by preventing 
Farnham Common and Stoke Poges merging into one another. 2) It also helps to safeguard the countryside from 
encroachment by preventing development between the two villages of Farnham Common and Stoke Poges. 3) Any 
development within the Stoke Court would infringe upon and destroy the special character of the historic town of 
Stoke Poges. Stoke Court is immediately adjacent to it and forms a boundary to the Stoke Poges Conservation area and 
a development in this vicinity would destory the conservation area in that part of Stoke Poges. 4) Furthermore, the only 
entry/ exit point is in Duffield Lane which is a horror curved lane plagued by busy traffic, parked cars and is a hazard to 
pedestrians (particularly children from the local school) and adults alike. It and Rogers Lane are totally unsuitable to 
any further traffic. I fully support the SBDC suggestion and also the ARUP suggestion as both scheme zones have good 
access to main rods and can be used by additional cards as required. Both schemes leave the Thomas Gray Memorial 
untouched. Both scheme leave most of the Green Belf land between Slough and Stoke Poges in tact. The towns do not 
merge into one another. Both schemes preseve the setting and special character of the historic village of Stoke Poges 
since it is on the very southern tip of Stoke Poges and does not impact the conservation zone and Stoke Poges. For the 
above reasons, the SBDC and ARUP recommendations should be accepted because the proposed lans area does not 
perform a strong Green Belt function. On the other hand, the suggestions by the Stoke Poges Parish Council would 
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remove land which helps prevent merging of Stoke Poges and Farnham Common. It assists in safeguarding the 
countryside from encrochment and so Stoke Court must be the maintained as Green Belt land as it is itself on historic 
site and also is adjacent to the Stoke Poges Conservation area and any development there would destory the setting 
and special character of the conservation area in the historic village of Stoke Poges. 

Rep3756 Mr & 
Mrs Karen and 
Charles Bates 

In response to you information on Green Belt Consultation covering Stoke Poges and the possible construction of 
hundreds of houses on what is now open field area at a number of locations in Stoke Poges, we submit the following 
comments: To build on field would be a real eyesore in such a still relatively rural area. It would be detrimental to our 
area of historic interest. The Thomas Gray Monument being situated in the National Trust field on the side of Park Road 
opposite to one of the planned development sites. Also nearby to this area is St. Giles Church which is of very historical 
significance. Building on the field would be the 'thin edge of the wedge' with it becoming a sprawling development with 
towns and villages merging. Retraining the field for grazing and the pleasure of local and non-local walkers will safe-
guard from encroachment. There are 2 sites which could be used without the disadvantages of using the fields on Park 
Road, one is Stoke Court (Bayer Court) this is available and the listed building could be sympathetically converted into 
apartments. The extensive car parking could be used for new housing in keeping with the site, and some could be used 
for retired people. The recreation field in Plough Lane could be suitable. We hear that it is underused for sport and 
therefore might be suitable for housing Park Road.Grays Park Road .Church Lane are all currently 'rat-runs'. Cars travel 
on Park Road at well in excess of the 40 mph limit. It is also a very busy ambulance route. More traffic from any high 
density house development would make an already dangerous road very, very much worse! We live on Park Road and 
experience the fast speeding traffic daily.  

   

Rep3757 Peter 
Hayles 

I strongly object to the Stoke Poges Parish Council suggestion of removing Stoke Court from Green Belt land and 
including it for future possible development. 1) Stoke Court provides a strong green belt function by preventing 
Farnham Common and Stoke Poges merging into one another. 2) It also helps to safeguard the countryside from 
encroachment by preventing development between the two villages of Farnham Common and Stoke Poges. 3) Any 
development within the Stoke Court would infringe upon and destroy the special character of the historic town of 
Stoke Poges. Stoke Court is immediately adjacent to it and forms a boundary to the Stoke Poges Conservation area and 
a development in this vicinity would destory the conservation area in that part of Stoke Poges. 4) Furthermore, the only 
entry/ exit point is in Duffield Lane which is a horror curved lane plagued by busy traffic, parked cars and is a hazard to 
pedestrians (particularly children from the local school) and adults alike. It and Rogers Lane are totally unsuitable to 
any further traffic. I fully support the SBDC suggestion and also the ARUP suggestion as both scheme zones have good 
access to main rods and can be used by additional cards as required. Both schemes leave the Thomas Gray Memorial 
untouched. Both scheme leave most of the Green Belf land between Slough and Stoke Poges in tact. The towns do not 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

575 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

merge into one another. Both schemes preseve the setting and special character of the historic village of Stoke Poges 
since it is on the very southern tip of Stoke Poges and does not impact the conservation zone and Stoke Poges. For the 
above reasons, the SBDC and ARUP recommendations should be accepted because the proposed lans area does not 
perform a strong Green Belt function. On the other hand, the suggestions by the Stoke Poges Parish Council would 
remove land which helps prevent merging of Stoke Poges and Farnham Common. It assists in safeguarding the 
countryside from encrochment and so Stoke Court must be the maintained as Green Belt land as it is itself on historic 
site and also is adjacent to the Stoke Poges Conservation area and any development there would destory the setting 
and special character of the conservation area in the historic village of Stoke Poges. Stoke Poges Parish Council's 
proposal to designate land in the grounds of Stoke Court for housing development is very controversial and highlights 
the problem of traffic access and exit. Both Rogers Lane and Duffield Lane are featured in parking and access problems 
which SBDC is currently involved. It would be foolish to exacerbate the already exiting difficulties with yet more traffic 
and also undermining the 'Green Belt' countryside criteria just to achieve a pre-set development of homes in the area. 

Rep3758 Mrs 
Deborah 
Standish 

1 Available I am writing with my views on the potential impact of proposals for Little Chalfont and in particular for stage 
1 residential and industrial development and the potential stage 2 revision of green belt designation along the Chess 
Valley. Our local community is already under pressure eg with access to local education, access to local GPs, the density 
of traffic and the state of local roads.Car parking at the Lt Chalfont Station is still a problem despite recent 
improvements adn I often cant get a spacce beyond 10am. I fully appreciate that looking to 2036 there is a need to 
consider the housing and employment needs of people in the broader South East and indeed I can see logic in 
developing accommodation and economic activity alongside key road and rail networks.I do not wish to promote a 
NIMBY approach to thinking but the plans have got to be realistic and take in all the angles.Development of Little 
Chalfont in the areas designated in the stage 1 plans represent more that an incremental shift in activity. The plans 
would need signficant investment and on-going sustainable maintenance in local infastructure which I fear the budget 
would not allow sufficiently for. The A404 would need to be widened, along with Stony Lane, the Latimer Road and Bell 
Lane .I am only commenting on the roads I know would be a problem. There would need to be associated 
enhancements to education and health infrastructure to support the increase in numbers of local households. I am 
really concerned about the level of impact and these would certainly need to be subject to detailed and realistic 
provision and plans. Thought needs to be given to how we want Little Chalfont to end up if this scale of investment is 
made ie size of population, education provision,quality of life etc. The possible revision of the Green Belt along the 
Chess Valley would significantly change an area of Outstanding Beauty along the Chess. At the moment this area 
attracts many local and non local visitors to pursue healthy outdoor activities. I do not see any justification for 
extending development activity down into 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.  
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

576 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep3759 Mr 
Amul Patel 

I FEEL STRONGLY THAT THE GREEN BELT SHOULD NOT BE DEVELOPED. I BELIEVE THAT THE FULL DEVELOPMENT 
POTENTIAL OF BROWNFIELD SITES IS NOT BEING REALISED, AND THAT ALL DEVELOPMENT SHOULD BE TARGETED AT 
BROWNFIELD SITES AND NON- GREEN BELT SITES. 

  The councils consider that 

options in the Green Belt need 

to be considered in addition to 

the opportunities that are 

available on brownfield sites. 

Rep3760 Mr 
Giles 
Montgomery 

I am passionately opposed to any attack on our precious and irreplaceable Green Belt land, which for decades has 
stood as testament to the foresight and good sense of Britain's council planners. One only has to visit America to 
understand the appalling consequence of allowing urban sprawl. Therefore in answer to Question 5 of the Consultation 
Document I am resolutely in favour of Option A, making more efficient and effective use of land within built-up areas 
such as increasing building density or heights. I would rather see (moderately) high-rise apartments in the middle of 
settlements than to see our beautiful open spaces sacrificed to new estates. Not only should this option easily satisfy 
the need for new housing, especially the affordable portion, but it would also concentrate residents near existing 
transportation hubs and shopping facilities. The Document notes that over 50% of local residents support this option, 
while - predictably - it is mostly landowners and developers who support options to build on open spaces. The Green 
Belt benefits the majority, locals and visitors alike. Surely we're not going to allow policy to be driven by private 
commerce rather the common good? In answer to Question 6, specific options, I am very concerned about the 
proposed new residential area in Little Chalfont (page 32) between Westwood Park and Stony Lane, and the proposed 
employment area beyond that (page 46), along the Amersham Road. Allowing development of these sites will effect 
the biggest - and most negative - change on the nature of our village because they are the most visible when entering 
from the west. They would fail Green Belt measures and would expose Little Chalfont to unrestricted sprawl because 
they have no sound, defencible boundaries, leading to a potential merger with Chenies. But what concerns me most is 
the possibility of releasing for development Green Belt Parcel No. 22a comprising Westwood Park and the area 
bounded by Bell Lane, Latimer Road and Stony Lane that includes woodland and fields on the slopes of the stunning 
Chess Valley AONB. This proposal is merely alluded to in the Consultation Document, and only came to my attention 
yesterday through a dilligent and concerned neighbour. Thank God I found out about it before the deadline for 
response! I am frankly astounded and disgusted by this sly, underhand approach. Such a major proposal deserves 
major attention. Apparently, this parcel of Green Belt has been deemed 'weak' by the consultants brought in to assess 
land options. On what grounds? Westwood Park is an essential recreation space in constant use throughout the year. I 
myself am a founding member of Westwood Park Football Club (http://westwoodparkfootballclub.co.uk/) that has 
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grown in only 7 years to a couple of hundred local kids spread over every age group. Are we seriously proposing to 
build over their football pitches? The woods throng with dog walkers and wildlife at all times of the year. Groups of 
ramblers pass my house on their way to or from the train station, joining with the world famous Chess Valley Walk. Are 
they soon to ramble through a giant housing estate? Furthermore, surely this area must remain Green Belt to protect 
the distinction between Little Chalfont and the village of Latimer? I fully appreciate the need for new housing, but 
these needs can and should be met within the existing boundaries of Little Chalfont. Furthermore, to sacrifice land that 
has remained open and appreciated by the masses since Roman times would be a tragedy and a disgrace. 

Rep3761 Mr 
Keith 
Woodbridge 

This is Part B of the Response Form of Keith M Woodbbridge General Points The Green Belt 1) The Green Belt as its 
name implies is to put a belt around built up areas and once one starts to take pieces of it for development then its 
virginity is lost and the precedent is created to do the same again a few years later. 2)I understand that there has not 
been a panel of independent “wise men” selecting these sites but instead they have been “offered” by local 
owners/developers for inclusion. If accepted the latter, who may well have had plans for development of that land 
turned down in the past, achieve their ends “by the backdoor”. They will, of course, make a fortune converting land at 
green belt values to land with development values. One answer, if these schemes go ahead, would be for the council to 
buy the offered land at green belt prices and then auction the same to developers with approved plans, at a later date, 
at least the taxpayer/ratepayer would then receive some recompense. Requirement for the Chiltern and South Bucks 
Districts : housing and related services. 15,100 houses of which 2700 to 4200 being “Affordable” equating to say 30200 
adults and say 20,000 children. 3) Before a plan of this sort is even contemplated there should have been proper 
consultations with all the doctors in the area, all the schools, the hospitals, and those providing the hard infrastructure 
(see reference to sewage later), transport etc. One suspects that these have been ignored as being the” responsibilities 
of the various ministries” but in view of the daily problems of pressure on these sectors it is absolutely stupid to push 
ahead assuming that somebody else will provide solutions. 4) Why are our elected Members not also defending our 
interests? We elect Members of Parliament Councillors to the County Council and Councillors to the District Council 
and yet none of our elected representatives appeared to address the various meetings arranged by the Parish Council 
and SENSE a private voluntary body. It is insufficient for these people simply to say that they are “only obeying orders” 
Bringing these plans to the attention of the local people says much for the courage and initiative of the Parish Council 
and nothing for those elected to represent us at the other places. 5) Apart from the efforts of the Parish Councils and 
SENSE there has been no mail advice of these plans to the households in the areas and in general the local people know 
nothing of them.All of the individual projects must be judged against the following stated purposes of the Green Belt as 
laid out in the National Planning Policy Framework. 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 
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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. S The securing of nature conservation interests. 6 The retention of land in agricultural, 
forestry and related uses. Comments on the spedfic areas proposed 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 fleld 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. Conclusion With all of the many uses to which this area is put to it seems 
incomprehensibie that it could ever be “developed” and built over. It comprises, inter alia, allotments, a children’s play 
area, a field very much used for football and other games at all days of the week and weekends, school sports, a tennis 
club and is generally used for pleasure walks with and without dogs. The gardens are a haven of rest pieasure and 
education and encourage wild life and natural vegetation. Development would go against all of the objectives set out 
above and will be very fiercely opposed by the community 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 
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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 [or 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 CaIne 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 identiflad for ndusffiai deveocment to the east of the A413 • The area is in The Come 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. In addition to the above 5 Points I note 
that while the area is referred to as to the East of the 413 the maps (which are extremely unclear as to detail) seem 
also to include the land to the West of the 413 namely between the 413 and the Lower Road. Should this be the case it 
should be pointed out that there is a history of attempted development which was reFused. in 1988 An Enquiry was 
held as to an appeal by the Gold Hill Baptist Church and Trustees against a ruling by the South Buckinghamshire District 
Council and the Chiltern District Council regarding the building of a church on this stretch of woodland. Enclosed 1) The 
frontispiece of the report by Inspector Hollis is attached gMng dates and file numbers. The full 16 page report is 
available if required. 2) Two pages of the Inspectors conclusions are also enclosed. 3) Enclosed also is a 2 page letter 
from The Departments of the Environment and Transport to Clifford Chance outlining formally, the Inspectors 
conclusions and dismissing the appeal. Paragraphs 43 to 48 of the Inspectors conclusions are particularly relevant as 
the inspector outlines the Green Belt benefits of this stretch of woodland to the surrounding area. I find his reasoning 
as compelling today as it was then and difficult to believe that his very detailed examination of the problem then, 
should be ignored now. This piece of Green Belt is of great value to the community both visually and as a noise break 
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and visual screen for the 413. Driving along the Lower Road in summer leaves one to imagine that one is deep in the 
countryside itself.  

Rep3762 Mr 
Simon Handy 
Strutt and 
Parker LLP on 
behalf of Mr 
Sezai Taskent 

Please accept the attached response form as a submission to the current Issues and Options consultation on behalf of 
my client, Mr Sezai Taskent. The land under my client’s ownership is shown edged in red on the attached location plan. 
I would be grateful if you would also consider this land as a potential development site as part of the emerging Local 
Plan. Further details about the site are contained in the attached response form. Defining the appropriate housing 
market area for plan-making purposes is difficult in the case of South Bucks District. As acknowledged in the Issues and 
Options consultation document, South Bucks District falls partly within a Central Buckinghamshire housing and 
economic market area comprising Chiltern, Wycombe and part of Aylesbury Vale and partly within a Berkshire housing 
and economic market area with the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead, Slough, Reading, Bracknell Forest, 
Wokingham and West Berkshire. The current conclusion of the consultation document is that it is appropriate to 
consider a 'best fit' approach to defining the housing and economic market areas for plan-making purposes and that, in 
the case of the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan, this would comprise Chiltern, South Bucks, Wycombe and 
Aylesbury Vale districts. While there are no objections to the principle of considering a 'best fit' approach to defining 
the housing and economic market area that the new Local Plan will cover, it is considered that such an approach should 
not be adopted at the expense of meeting the significant housing needs that exist within South Bucks and its 
neighbouring authorities. The Buckinghamshire HEDNA (Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment) 
concludes that South Bucks District has a housing need of 7,800 units over the plan period (2014-2036), which equates 
to 355 dwellings per annum. However, the Berkshire SHMA (Strategic Housing Market Assessment) which includes 
South Bucks concludes that the housing need in the district is at least 376 dwellings per annum. This equates to a 
housing requirement of 8,272 units over the same plan period, or an additional 472 homes. The Berkshire SHMA 
considers that South Bucks forms part of an Eastern Berks & South Bucks housing market area (HMA) with the Royal 
Borough and Windsor and Maidenhead and Slough Borough. South Bucks is therefore obliged to consider the housing 
needs of these two adjoining local authorities under the 'Duty to Cooperate'. Both of these authorities have also seen a 
significant increase in their projected housing needs over the next 20 year period and, as a result, South Bucks may 
need to accommodate some of the unmet housing need arising from these authorities, particularly the need within 
Slough Borough where the tight authority boundary and a lack of suitable brownfield or available greenfield land 
present considerable constraints to meeting its housing need. On the basis of the above, it is considered that the 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA figure of 7,800 new homes over the plan period should not be adopted without further work 
being undertaken to determine the objective assessment of housing need (OAHN) within South Bucks and its adjoining 
authorities, including Windsor and Maidenhead and Slough Borough as well as Chiltern, Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale 
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districts. It may well be that the housing need within South Bucks is nearer to 8,272 homes (as determined by the 
Berkshire SHMA) or more given the physical constraints that affect Slough Borough. QUESTION 2 The agreed 
methodology for identifying development supply opportunities is logical and, in particular, it is considered prudent to 
consider development options within the Green Belt as part of subsequent reviews of the Housing and Economic Land 
Availability Assessment (HELAA). As acknowledged in paragraph 3.7 of the consultation document, in comparing 
development needs (draft Bucks HEDNA) against potential development supply (draft HELAA) 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. While the release of Green Belt land for 
development purposes must be carefully considered and only implemented in exceptional circumstances, it is apparent 
that the development needs in the district significantly outweigh the available land within the existing settlement 
boundaries. As such, some Green Belt release is inevitable if the two local authorities are to meet the housing needs of 
current and future residents. It is considered that my client's land to the east of Gerrards Cross has excellent 
development potential and would form a logical extension to the existing settlement. A location plan has been 
attached to this representation which shows the full extent of my client's land ownership (edged in red). The land is 
currently in agricultural use with a large agricultural building and courtyard at its centre. The total land area is 
approximately 13.5 hectares (33.5 acres). In our view, the land is suitable for development due to its close proximity to 
the existing services and facilities within Gerrards Cross; its logical location in relation to the existing built-up edge of 
the settlement; and the absence of technical contraints that apply to the land (beyond the Green Belt designation of 
course). The property consultancy, Arup, was commissioned to undertake a Buckinghamshrie Green Belt assessment to 
help inform the preparation of the various Local Plans across the county. My clients' site falls within parcel 64A. While 
the assessment considers that the parcel as a whole fulfils some of the five Green Belt purposes, it is considered that 
development on my client's land in isolation would not cause unacceptable harm to the Green Belt or lead to 
coalescence between Gerrards Cross and Tatling End to the east. It is acknowledged that development across all of 
parcel 64A could result in these two settlements merging, but it is apparent that my client's land could be developed - 
in conjunction with the small area of land to the west which falls outside of their ownership and adjoining part of the 
built-up edge of Gerrards Cross - with an appropriate landscape buffer being retained to the east ensuring a sizeable 
and defensible gap remains. I therefore feel that my client's land is worthy of further testing at Stage 2 of the Green 
Belt assessment. The land could deliver around 400 dwellings based on a density of approximately 30 dwellings per 
hectare. This level of development could make a significant contribution to the overall housing need of the district 
without compromising the character of the existing settlement. The land and the settlement as a whole are well 
located to the existing strategic transport network, including Gerrards Cross railway station and the A40 and M40 
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arterial routes, and emerging infrastructure improvements, including HS2 and Cross Rail. New homes on this land 
would therefore constitute sustainable development. Gerrards Cross is also one of the key principal settlements in 
South Bucks and, therefore, significant future development should be directed towards towns of this scale which 
possess the essential services and facilities to support local population growth. The land is available now and, in our 
view, is suitable for development. New homes on this site could be delivered over a period of 5-10 years following an 
allocation within the joint Local Plan. We are keen to promote this site for residential development and further 
technical studies and supporting information will be prepared in due course to demonstrate how the site could be 
developed. It is considered that the Councils should consider a combination of all spatial strategy options, i.e. Option L, 
but that Options C, D and E (built area extensions to principal and neighbouring settlements) should be given the 
greatest consideration as they are the most likely to contribute to meeting the significant housing need in a substantive 
way. QUESTION 6 Please refer to the comments made above in relation to question 2 on how my client's land provides 
a suitable and logical development opportunity on the eastern edge of Gerrards Cross (in accordance with Spatial 
Strategy Option C). QUESTION 7 While it is acknowledged that the environmental designations within Chiltern and 
South Bucks present a constraint to the provision of new housing within these areas, it is considered that the greatest 
effort should be made by both authorities via the Joint Local Plan to identify as many suitable housing sites as possible 
within the administrative boundaries, so that the level of unmet need that will have to be accommodated by adjoining 
authorities (currently estimated to be 7,500 dwellings) is kept to a minimum. This is particularly important because 
many of the adjoining local authorities, such as Slough Borough and the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead, 
have their own environmental constraints that may result in their own housing need having to be met elsewhere. 
'Passing' the problem between the various local authorities would, in our view, constitute poor planning. Furthermore, 
expecting one or two local authorities that are not subject to the same level of constraint, such as Aylesbury Vale 
District, to take a disproportionate share of the unmet housing need would also place an unreasonable burden on the 
services and facilities within the existing settlements and future infrastructure requirements. Therefore, it is considered 
that a more radical approach may need to be considered and, in particular, a significant review of the current Green 
Belt designations within Chiltern and South Bucks districts needs to be carried out. Thank you for taking our comments 
into consideration as part of this initial Issues and Options consultation. 

Rep3763 Mr 
Peter Smith 
Dorney Parish 
Council 

The emerging Local Plan does not propose any development within or near the boundaries of Dorney Parish Council. 
The Parish Council supports the emerging Local Plan and does not consider there to be a need for the Parish Council to 
make comments on proposals outside the boundaries. The one exception to this is the Employment Area of Search to 
the South of Burnham Village. There is concern within Dorney Village that further development along the A4 will create 
even greater traffic problems, further isolating Dorney to the North and to Maidenhead and Slough areas. The road 
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traffic infrastructure needs greater attention to detail. 

Rep3764 
Justine Scott 

I object to the Plan for the following reasons • Should there be a need for new housing in the area, it does not justify 
releasing Green Belt for residential development. The District Council has an obligation to protect it • For the period 
from April 2006 to March 2014 there was an increase in dwelling of +12% in Little Chalfont and +5% in Amersham, a 
substantial proportion and already fulfilling our 'fair share' • There is insufficient infrastructure in Amersham and Little 
Chalfont to accommodate significant further residential development. • ROADS are overly congested at peak times (eg. 
A416 Amersham - Chesham, A404 Amersham Common - Little Chalfont - Chorleywood) • - SCHOOLS are over-
subscribed • - DOCTORS SURGERIES are over-subscribed • Much of the land is AONB which must not be destroyed. • 
Any further development of "affordable housing" will be exploited by property investors rather than the intended 
market. 

 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. 

Rep3765 Shae 
Withers 

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 recommended 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 and ARUP 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. I 
have major concerns about the ARUP proposal in Stoke Poges. The proposal appears to include only the North side of 
Duffield Park. As I live on the South side of the road I am very concerned one side of the road may end up non green 
belt, whilst the other may remain in green belt. This is a tiny private gravel road as you may know as Cllr Ralph Bagge 
lives on the North side of this road. I have strong concerns about the value of properties being altered 
disproportionately on different sides of the road, and also that any development could impinge on this nice peaceful 
private road. In particular the North side of Duffield Park on the area identified by ARUP is directly opposite Gray’s Field 
and any development on this site would destroy the views from the Thomas Gray Memorial. 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 
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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 
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. 

Rep3766 Mrs 
Emma Smith 

I understand the need for new houses and employment opportunities in the Chiltern area. My concern is the 
infrastructure that would need to be in place to support such a massive increase in residents. The tube into London is 
already incredibly busy, and considering it is the end of the line, there needs to be more frequent trains or extra train 
lines added to cope with the extra people. My doctors is currently impossible to get an apt at unless you need one in 2 
weeks time, and I'm sure that is the same with the rest of them, so there would be even more pressure on this service. 
I'm in the catchment for ley hill school where I would like my 2 year old to attend in a couple of years, and adding all 
the development that is planned opposite my house would make that almost impossible, as the school is 
oversubscribed as it is, with its current residents alone. I would like to see plans and strategies for dealing with the 
potential increase in people, traffic, pressure on local services etc before I would be happy with any large 

 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 
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developments, either residential or commercial. to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 

Rep3767 
Donna Barry 

Mill Meadow and Csp Cricket club are used by all local residents for recreational and keeping fit and it especially used 
by hundreds of children within the community and if these areas were taken away where would the children and local 
families go, they are a vital source for the community of Chalfont St Peter and indeed the Chalfont St. Peter CoE 
Academy School uses Mill Meadow playing fields as there is insufficient space at the school site and are we not trying 
to get children of today's society to be fit & healthy and it is an important part of all schools circurculim, where is extra 
infrastructure if building of more housing is to take place at these sites, schooling, playing fields, community space to 
come together and Chalfont St Peter is already having a large properu development at the Holy Cross site, and there 
has been no further thought about extra doctors, schools, playing fields to be local it is not sustainable to have further 
housing build on these extra sites, especially as it will already have a direct negative impact on the families of Chalfont 
St Peter the children who use it the parents, even grandparents who come together to use these facilities and by 
expanding the housing sites to theses areas it will be lost to the children now and future generations. 

  

Rep3768 Mrs 
Anna Brazil 
Chiltern 
Society Field 
Officer 
Chiltern 
Society 

I am writing as Planning Field Officer for the Parishes of Gt. Missenden, Lt Missenden & The Lee for the Chiltern Society. 
Green Belt is vital and must be preserved intact forever. Taking areas out of the Green Belt is wrong and will end up 
with the total erosion of this brave and good planning decision which has benefitted us. It should be there to benefit 
our grandchildren as well. Commissioning Arup to investigate the possibilities of building on the Green Belt was 
premature and an unnecessary expense, because this should not be considered. Even considering it puts it at risk as 
developers would like nothing more than a green site. Density in already built areas. Alternative ways of providing 
homes are available. Greater density in the existing built areas will provide for more houses and will occur almost 
naturally As people get older they consider giving up the car and moving to a place where they can access transport 
better. Neighbourhoods instinctively know what they need and Plans should be generated for each village to show how 
they will provide new dwellings and or larger dwellings or even smaller dwellings for the local need. Lt. Kingshill and 
indeed Gt. Kingshill frequently accommodates a family where once there was a single occupant by making Houses out 
of Bungalows. Great Missenden and Holmer Green are often where the elderly move to in order to get better 
communications and proximity to shops. Care must be taken however that younger people are mixed into the 
accommodation. They too need the 1 or 2 bed accommodation. Infrastructure is potentially going to crack under the 
pressure of the development from HS2 and improvements must be made now not after planning is allowed particularly 
to roads. Water supply should be carefully assessed. I can’t remember when I last saw the Misbourne River upstream of 
deep mill which can only mean that more and more extraction is taking place. It is certainly not the result of a drought. 
Let’s have the Chiltern Hospital 413 roundabout/ traffic lights and all the projects that have been shelved now . 

  
 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

586 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Broadband is not as good as it should be in all the villages. This must be addressed as a matter of urgency. The sites put 
forward in this area are in Prestwood & Great Missenden. The former George –is not the former George. Planning has 
not been decided and it will almost certainly be refused. The George Inn is still licensed. Is designated as an asset of 
community value by Chiltern District. It is grade 2* listed and must stay available for the community as an whole to 
enjoy. The Land behind 82 High Street should be developed along side the tesco land to a design that will provide a 
good density. Access through the Station Car Park and residential use of the car park would benefit the High Street if it 
incorporated pedestrian access as well. Thiswould prevent W. E. Black running cars over the footpath to the rear of the 
George. Wicks Garage is an employment site and a vital asset to the village. Is it possible that some flats could be 
incorporated above the Garage a mixed redevelopment. The large site ( in green belt) in Prestwood off Lodge Lane will 
not benefit the village. The redesign of the Chequers area and the Playing Fields and Odd huts with a nice café 
/shop/communityrooms overlooking the fields would be of benefit and some housing could be encorporated in this. 
Local plans could sympathetically allow for more housing and must be required from each village. Missed Sites The 
Chalk leys site is not on the list neither are the 2 Police Houses. (Gt. Missenden) Good development to a Village plan 
will provide a substantial amount of new housing which will bring more business to the High Street. (Gt. Missenden) 
Alongside this new ideas for infrastructure such as a cylcle walking route following the Misboune from the Chiltern 
Hospital to Little Missenden will give the locality a life and hope while it bears the misery of HS2. Very important that 
walking and cycling routes remain as lovely as they are so more can appreciate the scenery around and connect 
through the fields and woods of the A O N B. Sites for travellers. These should not be on green belt and should require 
stringent planning control. The same as for any other residence or they should if travelling use brownfield land. The site 
on the junction of Earl Howe Road and the 404. Does it have planning? Lastly I am afraid that not everyone in the area 
will be aware of this consultation and notification should have been sent out to all addresses. The way in which it was 
advertised through Parish Councils will I am sure have missed many many people who would have been able to make 
valuable contributions had they known about it. The results will be less than perfect as a result.  

Rep3769 Mr & 
Mrs Matthew 
and Karen 
Wyllie 

We wish to make you aware of a number of strong objections we have with regards to the identification of 5 Stubbs 
Wood, Chesham Bois for potential development as specified in the Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment January 2016 – Site No: CD0002. In 2012, a planning application for this site was rejected by Chiltern 
District Council. This application was for the building of four dwellings and was rejected for quite a number of reasons. 
Notably for being a cramped, poor form of development which was overbearing and visually intrusive, and having a 
significant negative impact on the amenities for the neighbouring dwellings. This application contravened policies GC1, 
GC3, H3 and H12 of the Chiltern District Local Plan and given that this rejection was based on just 4 dwellings, we were 
rather disturbed to discover that this site has now been allocated a capacity of 5 to 15 dwellings. Development of such 
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a scale would not be in keeping with the immediate locality and would have a considerably detrimental effect on the 
amenities currently enjoyed by neighbouring residents. This type of development would also be considered “garden 
grabbing”. A cynical form of development highlighted in the National Planning Framework as being potentially 
“inappropriate” and causing “harm to the local area”. We believe that development of this kind on the proposed site 
would certainly fall within this stipulation. The Core Strategy for Chiltern District Council also refers to “back land 
development” being wholly out of character for Chesham Bois. We feel that this would set a dangerous precedent for 
Stubbs Wood and St. Leonards Road and Chesham Bois as a whole. Therefore, with the points we have raised in mind, 
we politely ask that this back garden site be removed from consideration for redevelopment. 

Rep3770 Mr 
Maxwell 
Powell 
Rep3774 Mr 
Martin Powell 
Rep3809 Mr 
Oliver Powell 
Rep3780 Mrs 
Helen Powell 

How on earth have people come up with these numbers? are they realistic. Why is so much of it in South Bucks. We 
have so much going on down here: Heathrow expansion, HS2, Wrath, M4 expansion, Cross rail and already 1,000 lorry 
movements a day through villages that have roads totally unsuitable for them. What we require are quiet village roads 
back, someone to stop the lorries coming through us rather than going towards uxbrideg due to their weight restriction 
on their bridge. Put a weight restriction on our bridge and we would be a lot quieter. We need a relief road to remove 
the lorries from our village roads. The areas chosen in richings park are unsuitable due to previous gravel extraction 
and have methane outlets. in addition to this if housing were put here, we currently have no bus service, no secondary 
school and a medical center it is nearly impossible to get into. If any housing were put here it needs to be affordable 
housing to enable our children to live in the same areas as their families. young people cannot afford to live here when 
the starting prices are £350K plus. 

 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. 

Rep3773 Mr 
Alex 
Magerison 

I understand from reading the proposals that this is just an outline plan of areas under consideration, some of which 
may not be adopted. However, I have concerns with the quantity of development identified for Little Chalfont over 
such a short period of time. This would rapidly change the feel of the village and put pressure on local services which 
are already stretched (particularly schools). I am certainly for some development in Little Chalfont - done right this 
could add positively to the village. However if all the areas identified were developed so quickly I feel it would be very 
detrimental to the village, and simultaneously sacrifice large amounts of 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.  

Rep3775 Mrs 
Vincent 
Guironnet 
Rep3776 Miss 
Evie Guironnet 

1 appreciate the need for planning but feel that this is being rushed through and that not many people know about it or 
the depth of it - there is not enough time to study it - I feel it needs to be planned well, organically and sympathetically 
with every effort to retain quality green belt land. 2. The in-depth report by ARUP’s - which is still unavailable on your 
website - which means residents are unable to be as informed as they would like to be - does not recommend 4 of the 
5 proposed sites and this should be recognised as they are experts in their field. 3. Looking at the amount planned for 
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Rep3778 
Angus 
Guironment 
Rep3783 Mrs 
Philippa 
Goldie 

South Bucks it seems there could be total overdevelopment of the entire district. 4. Gerrards Cross is chronically 
congested with parked cars (incidentally it is well known that there is not enough parking available now and that which 
we do have is very expensive.) People drive in from surrounding areas for the station and park on many of the roads. If 
any of the empty office blocks were occupied parking problem would be more acute let alone more housing. 5 Due to 
Gerrards cross proximity to London many people live here and travel to work - offices are empty - why build more? 6. 
Local services and amenities are stretched to the limit - there is no doctor’s surgery in GX only one junior school, no 
secondary school, poor road surfaces, overfilled sewers and waste water treatment is under pressure aswell. 7. Plot 
47B under consideration for housing is an area of some historical interest. The Cannon Meadow Cottages are a pair of 
houses built before WW2 for farm workers and they pre-date the designation of Green Belt in South Bucks which took 
place in 1954/55. The field is farmed and the farmer grew up in one of the houses. It is top quality green belt farm land. 
The land is currently feeding a herd of beef cattle, has been grazed by rare breeds as well as dairy cows and many 
calves have been born on the site. In previous years it has been used to farm wheat, maize, beans, sunflowers and grass 
for hay - it is good versatile land. There is an abundance of wildlife linking to Bulstrode Park on the other side of the 
A40 which is (grade 2 listed) registered park and garden. This land is also close to ‘The Camp’ and highly likely to have 
relics from the Roman era beneath its soil. Development on these fields would damage overall beautiful vistas of 
chiltern countryside, a natural asset to the edge of urban. It is land that is fulfilling the Green belt purpose. 8. Bull Lane 
is used as a cut through between GX & CSP by cars, heavy lorries and school coaches - people avoid the Tescos traffic 
lights and the lane serves 5 local schools Maltmans, Gayhurst & Thorpe House (all private schools) St Josephs (one of 
CSP’s 3 junior schools) and the Community College a school which has 1800 pupils travelling from all over the area. 
These schools are continually expanding. The surface of Bull Lane is very poor due to the level of traffic and is rarely 
repaired. Our suspicion is that the drains and sewers are damaged under the road as flooding occurs with minimal rain. 
There is very little pavement on the lane, cyclists and pedestrians are at high risk danger in this narrow lane with blind 
corners and poor visibility. There are limited roads crossing the railway and any development to 47B would inevitably 
result in increased use of the lane which is at breaking point. It would also add to other already congested roads in the 
area and through the centre of GX. 9. I don’t feel happy having a man in charge of this who is not willing to work some 
overtime to talk to people about his plans. 10. The A40 is regularly used as a relief road when traffic on M25 & M40 
reaches a standstill. It also has a speed limit of 50mph so if access was made from this road to 47B the speed is too high 
for a lot of traffic turning off. 10. Regarding 57B planning for offices and commercial buildings - why build on an area of 
beauty which happens to be a flood plain when offices in GX have stood empty for years - it is a dormitory town with 
people working in London and the M25 area. 11. Protecting the green belt is a core planning principal to safeguard the 
countryside. Opportunities to use derelict & other urban scrub land are available with careful planning. 12. Any 
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development should be appropriate to the present infrastructure - no Doctor’s surgery in GX, 1 primary school, no 
secondary school and current children find it hard to get places in grammar schools if they pass 11+ 13. There are local 
rumours that if 47B were to be built on that we would lose our house - we hope this is not true as we feel quite sure 
the council would have informed us about this . I am trying to attach photographic evidence of cow faming & flooded 
roads - I hope all I shall be able to on the next page? 

Rep3779 Save 
St Giles Group 

We would like to express our concern that this was a very poorly organised and badly executed exercise to assess the 
response of real people who live in Buckinghamshire and who care about their communities and environments. The 
hundreds of pages of information, the complex terminology and the complicated phrasing of questions meant that 
everyone from university graduates to Parish Councillors to normal local people were completely baffled by what was 
being asked of them. In addition the time scale was so short that no one had time to properly research or prepare their 
responses. As residents of Chalfont St Giles we became aware of the Local plan only two weeks before the closing 
deadline when we discovered that an area of green space in the centre of our village, an area classed not only as Green 
Belt but an Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty was highlighted on Page 40 of the Local Plan. It was then discovered 
that this ‘apparently’ random area that is so integral to the heart and character of our village was owned by Chiltern 
District Council and having purchased the land at an agricultural rate the Council would benefit significantly from 
downgrading it under their own system in preparation to sell as prime development land. Our village was outraged at 
this suggestion and immediately mobilised themselves setting up a Face book page (Save St. Giles) and Website 
(www.savestQiles.com) to use the Local Plan to voice their opinion and to request that the area under threat (Upper 
Stone Meadow) in addition to a separate Meadow also Council owned (Lower Stone Meadow) be protected from any 
development in the future by placing a restrictive covenant on the land. As part of our submission we would like to 
include all facts, figures, reports, local posts and opinions featured on our Facebook page and Website mentioned 
above and would ask that you visit and review these sites to strengthen our opinion and evidence relating to our own 
community. Our calculations relating to our own group suggest you will receive close to 1,500 responses by post, 
online, email to the Local Plan and the same number of rejections to the proposal to downgrade Stone Meadows from 
Green Belt and AONB. This response is with 2 weeks notice and from a small village with a population of less than 
6,000. If the Local Plan is a genuine exercise, if despite the time scale and the complex and confusing criteria, you 
genuinely want to know what local people are passionate about, if you want to know what they want to preserve and 
protect as set out in the Local Plan then you will find it has been made very clear from the community of Chalfont St 
Giles. We demand that you immediately cancel any plans to downgrade or develop the land as detailed above and 
accept that our green infrastructure needs to be protected, This is a green space that is integral to the character of our 
village, to its history and heritage and to the community of today and in the future. We request that Chiltern District 
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Council, as owners of the Stone Meadows respect the process of this Local Plan and respect the voice of our 
community and place a protective covenant on Upper and Lower Stone Meadow and protect land that was bought with 
public funds for the good of the public. 

Rep3781 Mr 
Christoper 
Powell 

Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt Appendix 5 Chesham: The area shown includes 
a small stretch of land along Vale Road to include Nashleigh Playing Field and Frances Wood. This green hillside should 
be considered as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and should be designated a Local Green Space of importance 
to the community of that area. This open space should not be considered as suitable for industrial / employment use. 

  

Rep3782 Mrs 
Lynne 
Walmsley-
Lowe 

My property, [….], is situated next to the proposed development land in Parcel 69. Since the Ancient Woodland forms 
an indispensable barrier between our dwelling and the M40 Motorway, it would be hugely detrimental on several 
counts; 1) visual- the motorway would be an eye- sore 2) noise- we already suffer unacceptable noise pollution from 
the main Windsor Road and the motorway 3) air pollution- the trees are instrumental in absorbing pollutants, helping 
to ameliorate the air quality 4) natural habitat- the woods are home to valued wildlife 5) light- the woodland protects 
this area from artificial lighting from cars and lighting which would ruin the ambience of this residential area 6) 
historical- I understood this is Ancient Woodland with listed trees, therefore it wohkd be sacrilege to dispose of this for 
building purposes 7) traffic- any further development on the already busy Windsor Road would further increase the 
traffic and any access from it on such a slope would be dangerous. For the above reasons, I strongly oppose any 
development on Green Belt Parcel 69, and the judgement of the expert planning consultants should be heeded. 

  

Rep3784 Miss 
Sonali 
Sundarshi 

As a resident of Little Chalfont, I am writing to express my concern over the proposed development outlined for the 
town under the Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council joint local plan. I am concerned about- 1) the 
environmental impact- the plans look extensive and currently we have deer, , badgers, birds living in westwoods. This is 
unlikely to be the case if the current planning goes ahead. most people have moved to the area in order to enjoy this 
and understand how we cohabit with nature. Planning of the scale that is planned will destroy this and i am sure there 
will impacts on water, sewage. I would like my children to enjoy the woods and the paths on dorr step that lead to the 
chiltern footpath 2) infrastucture available for residents Information regarding schools, health care, amenites and 
traffic when the town is already finding it difficult to cope with the current inhabitants is lacking. 3) disruption to the 
life of a community. I have no idea how the residents of little chalfont will cope even getting to and from work with the 
amount of disruption that is 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.  

Rep3785 Mrs 
Pam Rowan 

Firstly, I request that the green 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 make it clear that I feel very strongly about protecting a second area (in addition to the 
hatched area on p40 of the Local Plan) more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone 
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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. Finally, the impact 
on the village infrastructure and character would be detrimental given that village resources are already stretched 
(healthcare, parking, schools) and the character of the village has already been negatively impacted by HS2 and the 
possible waster transfer station. 

Rep3786 Mrs 
Maria Kim 

Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, 
on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint 
Local Plan process? The use of unemployment records and trend over 2013-2015 is too short. Why are you using three 
years of data to support of 20 years of development plans? It needs to consider a longer trend (i.e. ten years or longer). 
Looking at such a short timeline would seem to result in a bias. What I would like to see on the reporting is three 
different levels of projections (high, medium, low) by altering key signals such as looking at 25+ years migration and 
employment trends v.s. three years of unemployment record that’s currently used. And have we considered a scenario 
of potential immigration and emigration projection if the UK is to exit the EU? Furthermore, how have you taken any 
future economic downturns into consideration when projecting for future need of development? And this document is 
overwhelming and intimidating for a regular person who isn’t familiar with reading a policy document. Separating the 
documents by towns maybe easier to read and understand. Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft 
HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional 
sites should be added? The map of Gerrards Cross seems to be missing from the most recent version of the report so I 
cannot comment on this matter until the document is updated sufficiently. 1. However, identification of Gerrards Cross 
as a principal settlement to meet the 20,000+ dwellings requirements in the next twenty years is unrealistic as the land 
sites identified are in the Green Belt (which breaks the rules of planning and preservation); in the flood lines with 
current residents already experiencing flooding issues during high rainfall; the town is limited in spatial growth by the 
confines of M25 and M40. 2. As per the sustainability assessment, site 2 and 3 on the report for Gerrards Cross show 
that the development on the two sites will encroach on the Chiltern landscape. The Site 2 in Gerrards Cross is situated 
in the Colne Valley BOA. Development at this site is likely to result in a loss of ancient semi-natural woodland and other 
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habitats of principal importance. A loss of priority habitats may also, in turn, result in a loss of species of principal 
importance. 3. The site 2 also has powerlines running overhead, which makes it inappropriate to develop family 
housing or anything associated with humans as per the sustainability assessment, including the use of land for leisure 
and sports purpose. There has been concern over power line radiation and its effect on human health for at least 40 
years. Living close to power lines has been shown to increase the risk of leukemia and other cancers since 1979, when 
convincing evidence was first published by Wertheimer and Leeper in the American Journal of Epidemiology. 4. In 
general for Gerrards Cross, I would like to see a comprehensive plan for infrastructure including highway/road/traffic 
management; pedestrian and cycling roads and safety; community and leisure facilities, parking in town to manage 
extra commuters and households; bigger or extra schools with proper parking and access and local surgeries as there 
are no rooms within current situation to accommodate the additional projected households. 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? The Church of England Mooreland Drive can be rebuilt with several levels as it currently has single 
level bungalows. With the new building plan, it can have a purpose built kitchen to provide hot meals for the entire 
school and not just key stage 1; plan for a proper parking and access point via Oxford Road v.s. the congested and 
inappropriate and unsafe residential road; have a multi-complex for athletic and leisure purpose for not only the school 
but also for Gerrards Cross as a whole. 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. I’m not sure why a joint local plan was done as it makes any report documents incredibly 
long and undigestable to a regular person. However, I do see an advantage in having an overarching overview of a 
region for a politician, not a local resident. If there was a duty to cooperate between regions, there is no need for a 
joint local plan vision and objectives or reporting. What is needed is a lot of small grassroots community meetings led 
by a planning consultant for an individual to get their heads around each topic and methodology used. It can’t be an 
enormous meeting where people may feel intimidated to speak up and question. 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? Option A Question 6: Do you have comments on 
individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options Site 3 in Gerrards 
Cross on Sustainability Assessment report and Winkers Farm in Chalfont St. Peter should be considered for rebuilding a 
new purpose built school, community centre, surgeries and leisure complex for Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St. Peter 
with proper parking spaces. The current schools, community centres and leisure complex are old and have inadequate 
parking spaces and lack of safe access for children. The new multi-purpose complex can be built on the old sites such as 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

593 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

leisure/community centres and mix housing can be built in the designated residential zone where The Church of 
England School Mooreland Drive and Lovell End School is currently. 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. 
East common, West common together with the pond and the woods by Austenwood Way are key local green spaces 
where Gerrards Cross residents use to walk their dogs, exercise and play with their children. They are key areas and 
factors in enriching the lives of the residents Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? A new 
school site for Church of England Mooreland Drive with large enough parking areas for parents and staff, safe access for 
children, purpose built leisure/athletics facility with swimming pool. Site 3 in the sustainability report maybe a good 
option. Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs 
or issues and CIL? The current lack of wide and safe pedestrian walkway and cycle lanes around Gerrards Cross, 
particularly school should be reviewed. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take 
into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think 
the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? There needs to be an improvement in how you publicize this type of 
community planning. Facebook and local newspapers reach is inadequate as the former requires residents to be aware 
of the planning activities in the first place to ‘follow’ and the reach of the paper is minimum. Bigger and more engaging 
posters everywhere – not just on the bulletin or the corner of the library; door to door solicitation; Longer articles on 
Voices, school parent emails and parents social group/media via school reps, vicars, etc. 

Rep3788 Mr 
Peter 
Gutteridge 

Para 3.2 of initial consultation: The draft HELAA is still being prepared - are we to see the final agreed version and 
invited to comment on that? Similarly with t he development option within the green belt - part 2 of the review yet to 
be completed, so will the situation change after that is finished, and would further commene be invited? Para 3.4: still 
completing stage 2 of Methodology and checking deliverability? Again, if there are changes to the approach, will 
further comments be in invited? General comment about the word "sustainable" used throughout. The NPPF 
description is a travesty as it says absolutely nothing about sustainabilty as it has come to be understood regarding the 
environment. My OED has 8 definitions, so could there be clarification as to what CDC/SBC understand by this word? 
Q5 response; order of options A first, but would not like to see relocation of open spaces, as those small areas can 
make such a difference to the enjoyment of an otherwise totally urban/suburban environment. K L Q6 E, F, J. Q7 Agree 
should pursue outsourcing of development to Aylesbury Vale if possible. Q8 Affordable housing should be a priority in 
my opinion, and perhaps the percentage of such housing could be increased? Best way to provide said housing would 
of course be "council housing" but as that seems to be a dirty phrase or politically impossible, housing association 
provision is the nearest and best solution. Q11 It is definitely important to preserve what character is left in our towns 
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and villages Q12 Not sure if the George Inn in Great Missenden has be listed, thoug the old court house if surely of 
great importance. Q14 Local measures - I would welcome some environmental initiatives that would 
preserve/enhance/increase biodiversity. Many small measures - tree planting, proper verge management etc - could 
easily be supported by local volunteers. Great potential there I am sure. And could the Misboune be 
allowed/encouraged to run its full course more frequently? Q16 Infrastructure - main concern here is water supply. Are 
developments going to be smart is their use of water or will they be wasteful (power showers etc), given the 
considerable pressure being placed on water supply. Q17 I noted the Envioronment Agency's documents which showed 
up deficienciees in the local plan, and would again stress the importance of environmental improvement and action to 
increase biodiversity Comments on particular locations (so comments re Q2) CD009 George Inn: an alternative proposal 
has been put forward, retaining the pub function. Given the small number of dwellings in the original proposal, I would 
prefer the alternative proposal is allowed, for the overall benefit of the village economy. CD0031 Wicks Garage - it 
seems slightly crazy to remove an existung employment site for a few houses. It is a valuable village service - I write as a 
customer! - would an alternative site for the business be provided? (Not sure if the COuncil has considered the possible 
development of the field to the south-west of Winslow Fields (ie, up the hill above WF) - if properly screened so views 
from across the valley were not adversely affected,I wonder if this could be a potential development site without too 
much loss of agricultural land nor impact on the green belt/AONB - it would just be infilling of sorts.) CD0098 - looks like 
scrub/tree clearance has already taken place! Another site for possible consideration: the two narrow fields at the rear 
of The Villas, London Road, leading up to the railway line. Not used agriculturally for many years, probably a great site 
for birds and other wildlife but if offset could be used for such developments, it is a possible site. Other comments: 
Several other European countries make it a condition of building permissions to include the provision of things like 
swift boxes to encourage our summer visitors. There are only one or two sites in Great Missenden where swifts and 
house martins now nest - there used to be many, many more (I have lived in GM for 60 years) and would like to see 
more done to support them. I don't think it would add much to the cost of a new home, so could CDC lead the way 
here in the UK? 

Rep3789 Mrs 
Jackie Taylor 

The areas of land identified for release from the Green Belt for both Stoke Poges and Farnham, I would suggest both 
currently perform well as Green Belt land. The potential for urban sprawl from Slough is huge and hence areas such as 
these should be retained in order to maintain a buffer between Slough and our villages. The land in Stoke Poges is 
particularly important because of its close proximity to The Thomas Gray Memorial. Building on this land would ruin 
the outlook from this memorial. Both Stoke Poges and the Farnhams are small villages which could easily be subsumed 
into Slough and care should be taken not to encourage this. I understand that Stoke Poges Parish Council have 
identified two areas of land which should also be tested. The Plough Lane recreation ground being one of them but this 
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area of playing fields is heavily used by the surrounding houses and should not be utilised to expand the housing 
further. Utilising the site of the old Bayer offices would appear to make more sense as there is an existing underutilised 
building on the land already however I believe that if a decision is taken to release this site from the Greenbelt, care 
needs to be taken not to "over develop" it and the number of houses/apartments to be built should be restricted to 
ensure there is not over crowding and that any properties built do not adversely impact neighbouring properties. 

Rep3791 Mrs 
Juliette 
Cummins 

I am writing to state my opposition to the use of Green Belt land at Botley and Ley Hill for housing under the local plan 
(Option 7) Change of use would destroy the rural heritage in this area and place enormous strains on the road network, 
which is already extremely congested. It would also add to the strain in services in health and education in the area. 

  

Rep3792 Mr 
David Natali 

I wish to make the following representations in response to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Consultation which 
was presented and discussed at an open meeting in Ashley Green on 3 March. My wife and I live on the edge of the 
village at Birchwood in Johns Lane. I was a member of Ashley Green Parish Council for several years and its chairman 
for four years until 2012. I consider that the swathe of land between Chesham and Ashley Green marked as an area in 
which some development might take place is in fact unsuitable for development for the follow reasons: 1. The land is 
Green Belt and ought, as far as possible, to be kept in that rural state. Industrial development (and, to an extent) 
residential development should not encroach on Green Belt land when there is an alternative available. There are, in 
fact, as was demonstrated at the Ashley Green meeting, available brown-field sites in and around Chesham. 2. Some 
land adjoining Ashley Green is designated as an AONB. It is not possible, using the maps in the consultation document, 
to be certain whether or not the potential area for development encroaches on to the AONB but, if not, it certainly 
abuts it. Development on or adjacent to AONB land should not take place. 3. The only main road through Ashley Green 
(the A416), joining Chesham and Berkhamsted, is a narrow, fast and heavily used artery. It is arguably unsuitable for 
the amount of traffic that currently uses it at peak times. It is certainly unsuitable for even heavier traffic. There is very 
substantial development (mainly residential) taking place in and around Berkhamsted (part of Dacorum in 
Hertfordshire) at present. When this comes on stream, inevitably the A416 will become busier than it is now. Any 
development between Chesham and Ashley Green will make matters worse. 4. Residents of Ashley Green who do not 
live along the A416 generally have to turn into the A416 whenever they need to go in the direction of Chesham or 
Berkhamsted; and have to cross it when they need to go from one side of the village to the other. Turning right into the 
A416 (from Hog Lane towards Chesham or from Two Dells Lane towards Berkhamsted) is extremely hazardous at all 
times and it can, during peak times, take 10 minutes or longer to wait for a suitable gap in the traffic when, even then, 
one has to take one's life into one's hands to make this manoeuvre. Heavier traffic on the A416 will make this problem 
even worse. It is almost as dangerous to make a right turn off the A416 into Hog Lane or Two Dells Lane. The speed 
camera in the Chesham direction is wrongly sited to slow the traffic at this crossroads, and the electronic '30' sign at 
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the entrance to the village when travelling in the Berkhamsted direction does little in practice to slow the traffic. For 
many years, the Parish Council has sought help for traffic lights or a roundabout or some similar measure at this 
crossroads but the District or County Council have never acceded to such requests. Further, the two Lanes are used as 
rat-runs for commuting traffic in the area, and this makes the problems even worse. 5. There is a suggestion that a site 
or sites need to be found in the area for gypsies or travellers. I do not know whether any thought is being given to 
anywhere around Ashley Green. But, if so, I would mention that this exercise was carried out many years ago when 
sites around the Chiltern District area were considered, and that identified on the edge of Ashley Green was decided to 
be wholly unsuitable and the idea abandoned. Nothing has changed. 6. Ashley Green is one of the several 'Hilltop 
Villages' around Chesham which have always been regarded as separate and different from Chesham. Any 
development tending towards joining any of these villages with Chesham will destroy the rural aspect of the villages 
and their way of life. I hope you will be able to take the above points into account when considering the Local Plan. 

Rep3793 Mrs 
Kelly Louise 
Gorry 

I am a resident on Park Road and am in very close proximity to the Farnham playing fields. I only heard about the 
potential plans through a local neighbour and a chance conversation. I think it is important that SBDC communicates far 
better in the future with its residents in the area on such important plans that effect all of us. Due to the limited time, 
most of my answers are the same or similar to those put forward by Stoke Park Avenue Residents Association. In 
response to the questions posed we comment as follows:- Q1 We take these analyses at face value as presented to be 
correct. Q2 We have commented on the deliverability in our following responses. The overall planning of the Green 
Belt must look to a longer term than the relatively short term needs of the 2036 targets. Q3 Yes. I have identified these 
as follows: i) The area to the South of the M40 to the East of Beaconsfield Services. This long stretch of land has a good 
main road linking to the A355 and the Motorway Junction. I would suggest that this may allow a significant 
development of housing and employment development, including facilities to support the Infrastructure and should be 
investigated further. ii) Part development of the Farnham Common Car Park, important to main sufficient car parking 
for local shoppers and visitors, but see the potential to develop an area for flats or similar. iii) The Car Wash, located at 
the edge of the Farnham Common shops, could be an ideal location for an Older Person’s residence development. With 
close proximity to the local amenities and a bus stop directly outside, I believe there could be scope to relocate the 
current business and use this site to help provide suitable accommodation for our older residents. iv) I would also 
suggest that relocating the Village Halls in both Farnham Royal and Farnham Common to, say, Farnham Park could also 
be of benefit in providing another option for accommodation for Older People close to the Farnham Common village 
centre while at the same time, provide the Village with a better social facility, with better parking and access. The 
Farnham Royal village hall could also be developed into apartments of maximum two bedrooms with some one 
bedroom accommodation. v) There are many fields currently unused behind Swallow Road in Iver Heath which could 
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be fully developed into a mix of affordable houses and also 1, 2 and 3 Bedroom link detached and semi-detached 
houses. This site could provide 1500+ living dwellings without removing sports and other amenities and much of this 
land is sitting idle being wasted and in some cases the owners are having to pay to keep the weeds and bushes from 
becoming overgrown. vi) Wood Lane Iver is another area that lends itself to provide housing and this will have little 
impact on the enjoyment of the houses opposite which are set well back from the main road. vii) Whilst golf is a sport 
from which many people derive lots of pleasure and important exercise, I do feel that there are not only several private 
golf clubs in the area over which SBDC has little or zero control, there seem to be more public courses in the region. I 
know that this is likely to be controversial but we do need these extra dwellings and to drive a few miles to another 
public golf course in the area seems a much fairer price to pay than using Farnham Park and similar multi-sports used 
sites and the golfing facilities will still be available in plentiful way in the SBDC area. Q4 The Joint Local Plan approach 
should not override the particular characteristics and opportunities presented locally. In other words let us not forget 
that each area needs to be judged on its own merits. Q5 There is merit in appraising all opportunities and moving 
forward with a mix of these. A Increased density and existing development opportunities must be explored and a 
sustainable, mixed development strategy adopted that is opposed to a zoned approach. 

Rep3795 
Robert George 

At our committee meeting after a long discussion and acknowledging the opinions raised at the public meeting we 
decided to compile a response as an organisation as well as encouraging members to register individually. We want to 
stress that this is a very early stage of the process and the current response is only the first in the process of developing 
the plan. The response at this stage is in general terms as the information provided by SBDC is incomplete with nothing 
beyond Stage 1 assessments available and is therefore difficult to address with a specific rebuttal or alternative 
proposal. We will emphasise: • This is a community that has already experienced significant reduction in land fulfilling 
its green belt purpose with the Pinewood Studios planned development. • The impact of Phase 1 of this development is 
emerging as we approach the anticipated date for occupation (June 2016). This delivers 55,000 sq. feet of studio space. 
• The associated car parking etc. for this development gives some indication of the anticipated uplift in vehicle 
movements and there will inevitably be a further uplift in HGV traffic to service the site. • The infrastructure has not 
been improved in any way to accommodate either shifts in the demographics or needs of the community to 
accommodate what is a major development in a village of our size. • The full Pinewood Studios Development 
framework has a 15 year duration and has 3 phases which in total will create 100,000 sq. feet of studios, office and 
work shops. • The location of the village means that there is a significantly higher level of HGV traffic than would be 
anticipated through a residential area and that through traffic (regular commuters and those accessing the motorway 
network and Heathrow) mean the AM and PM peaks can result in significant delays and increases in journey times for 
local residents. There is nothing in any plan for mitigation for Iver Heath and we are barely mentioned in the Topic 

 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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Paper commissioned by SBDC. • The community wish Iver Heath to remain a semi-rural location and to ensure this we 
need the green belt to hold its position as an effective buffer between us and the urban sprawl which is anticipated. • 
Alongside this we want to understand how development – housing and infrastructure - can be managed to improve the 
quality of life for residents and opportunities for our young people. • We are already a diverse community and we want 
to ensure any development reflects this so that benefits can be seen for all groups. • We are greatly concerned with 
what we see as a ‘land grab’ from Slough and that there is a possibility that as a community we will disappear between 
Slough and Uxbridge. • We want to ensure the green belt retained is maximised and is preserved to ensure it fulfil the 
purpose for which it was intended. Individual sites: • We will oppose the removal from the green belt of any land being 
used for the benefit of the community – this includes in our area Iver Heath Recreation ground, Iver Heath Fields and 
sports fields at the Evreham Centre and the allotments. • We will not single out any individual site at this stage as 
potentially for release and will comment once more data is available. Infrastructure: • We would argue that we are 
already underserved and that that roads have already reached saturation. • Health centre provision does not reflect 
the needs of the population. • Education – in particular the lack of a secondary school results in significant stress for 
both children and parents in managing the ‘commute’. We would also argue that retaining the education within the 
area will build stronger community ties as school events etc. form part of the life of any community. Options: An 
extract from the plan is attached which details these. Other documents: Maps – attached sires rejected and sites 
accepted at Stage 1 Note – Summary of comments received from Wendy Matthews – especially relevant for question 
relating to options. Documents from Iver and Richings Park residents so you have visibility of responses. Notes: Here 
are the criteria used: Purposes of Green Belt ARUP report evaluated each parcel of land against Purposes 1 – 4, each 
scored 1-5 (1=suitable for release to 5= unsuitable.) Purposes – see page 15 of Green Belt Methodology Document in 
“Green Belt” section: 1. Check unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. 2. Prevent towns merging into one another. 
3. Safeguard countryside from encroachment. 4. Preserve setting and special character of historic towns. 5. Recycling of 
derelict land.  

Rep3796 Mr 
Antony 
Rodden 

I am writing to express my strong views regarding the consultation on the areas 76, 85b and 81. The sites fulfil the 
criteria for Green belt of: • Check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas such as Slough • Prevent the merging 
of neighbouring towns • Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment • Preserve the setting and special 
character of historic areas These areas should retain their Green belt status and not be released for development for 
the following reasons: These areas provide a collective barrier to prevent the urban sprawl of Slough, Berkshire into 
Buckinghamshire. They preserve the fundamental nature of Buckinghamshire and separation of smaller communities 
by open land. They therefore fulfil the purposes of Green Belt land and should be kept as permanently open land. The 
areas should be considered jointly as well as individually as together they provide fulfil the purposes of Green belt land. 
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The appraisal by Arup appears to be flawed in this regard in only considering them individually. The Green Belt should 
only be altered in exceptional circumstances. The policy that has generated this consultation is wholesale and does not 
therefore constitute exceptional circumstances. There are no very special circumstances that warrant this 
inappropriate development which will not harm the Green Belt but will instead do away with it altogether. There are 
substantial alternate areas that are not designated Green Belt that can be used for purposes of housing development. 
Planning Authorities should give substantial weight to the avoiding harm to the Green Belt. Protected space in the 
South East of England is becoming scarce. Open Green Belt land cannot be restored once it has been destroyed. The 
open land provides local residents and the wider public with access to countryside, open space and pathways which are 
well used. These provide a valuable local amenity which will be lost if the proposed removal of designation as Green 
Belt is removed and development permitted. There is a wide variety of wildlife including larger mammals that roam 
through this open countryside. The destruction of this Green Belt will have a significant detrimental impact on their 
environment and opportunity to roam freely. Specifically, the area 76 includes the historic areas around Thomas Gray 
Memorial, Stoke Poges Church and the areas around them, which should be considered a heritage asset. It appears the 
Arup appraisal has overlooked this. It seems likely this flawed appraisal has not even involved visiting the areas 
involved but may have been completed as a ‘desk exercise’. It lacks credibility. Specifically, the area 85 while being 
substantially a private golf course, is to a large extent ‘developed’, not appropriate for wildlife and inaccessible to the 
public. In contrast the area 76 which contains genuinely open land, especially in the south east corner, nearest Slough. I 
support the Stoke Poges Parish Council suggestions generally and specifically the Plough Lane and Bayer sites as 
preferable in-fill sites. Further to these representations about the content of the consultation, I also believe the Council 
have been derelict in their consultation duties. These proposals have not been adequately communicated to people 
concerned. It is therefore likely that a much reduced level of response can be anticipated. This is therefore a flawed 
process. 

Rep3798 Mr 
Angus 
Creighton 

fully appreciate the chronic shortage of housing across the south east of the country and the need to spread housing 
development across all counties. Brown field sites appear to be under development, such as the Nashleigh Arms public 
house site on Vale Road and the old Cestreham School site at the top of Nashleigh hill. Much needed housing is being 
built, while maintaining the character of the surrounding neighbourhoods and developments such as these are to be 
applauded. Having referred to the “Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan, Initial consultation (Regulation 18) 
Incorporating Issues & Options” January / March 2016, I am shocked to discover the enormity of the proposed 
development to the northern end of Chesham. This site encompasses a huge area of ‘outstanding natural beauty’, 
public recreational areas and ancient beech woodland, all fully used and appreciated by local residents. Equally, to lose 
private virgin farmland further along the Ashley Green Road and the Vale seems tragic. I would also be concerned by 
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the impact of traffic with such a large development. The Nashleigh Hill end of the town is gridlocked most mornings 
with traffic backing up to the top of the hill on many mornings. This has become steadily worse as the years go by, so 
the existing road infrastructure would be hard pressed to cope with the increase in traffic a development, such as is 
being proposed, would create. Concerning the water and waste infrastructure, we are aware that the current drainage 
and sewerage system struggles to accommodate the developments over the last sixty years. The effects of water run 
off into the Vale that would otherwise be absorbed by the fields could have a profound impact on the valley. Could the 
sewerage plant at the Latimer end of the town cope with the increased processing of waste required? Referring again 
to your map (Draft Built Area Extension Options arid Employment Areas of Search in Green Belt) published in the above 
document, I am surprised and concerned after considering the entire map, that so much development is centred on 
Chesham. Surely many more small developments across the South Bucks area would have much less individual impact 
on their surroundings. Having lived my entire life in Chesham, I chose to buy our property on Vale Road precisely 
because of the proximity to the fields and woodland so to risk losing, not only the amenity, but the rural outlook would 
be devastating. 

Rep3799 Mrs 
Joanne 
Creighton 

Whilst I understand that the council in Buckinghamshire is under extreme pressure from national government to 
provide a very large number of houses over coming decades I was appalled by the proposal outlined in "Chiltern and 
South Bucks Local Plan, Initial consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues & Options" January I March 2016. 
Implementation of the proposal with regard to the area to the north of Chesham marked on your map would entail the 
devastation of a huge swathe of countryside. This is an area of outstanding natural beauty, which includes not only 
farmland but also an area of beech wood many centuries old. Once this area is developed the wildlife and countryside 
would be gone forever. In addition, one of the areas marked is a recreation groundl children's play area at the bottom 
of Nashleigh Hill. This provides a safe and very well used resource for the children of the north end of Chesham, as well 
as providing an occasional venue for fairsl circuses etc., which bring in revenue for the Council. The proposed 
development in north Chesham would increase the built up area of Chesham by approximately a third in new housing 
and industry. This would irrevocably change the character of this historic market town, as well as radically increasing 
strain on infrastructure such as the road and traffic system, the water and sewerage systems, which already struggle to 
cope with the current demands. You as councillors and we as residents of both Buckinghamshire and Chesham, are 
custodians of our wonderful resource, and we have a responsibility to future generations, not to wreck their 
countryside and the character of their town, if there are possible altematives, which I believe there are. I note from the 
map that whilst a very extensive area of North Chesham is allocated for this proposed development, the area allocated 
in the other towns and villages of South Buckinghamshire is significantly less. If the council were to judiciously use all 
available brown field sites in all areas of the county, as it is doing locally with the current development on the former 
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Nash Arms pub and Cestreham school sites, this would reduce the need to develop green field areas. Smaller areas of 
development more fairly distributed across the whole of the South Bucks would greatly reduce the negative impact. I 
also wish to protest about the way this proposal has made available for public scrutiny. Although your plan has been 
published on the council website, were it not for word of mouth from other concerned residents, we would not have 
been made aware in time to lodge our comments. Although the website would suggest this proposal has been under 
consideration by the council since 2014, I am lead to believe they were only released for comment after the closure of 
normal working hours on 10th March, with a closing date for responses on 14th March. I am unaware of any direct 
correspondence from you, our council , to the residents bordering the areas covered by the proposal. Could I ask that 
we are kept better informed of developments in future? I would not like to think that such a momentous change to our 
town and living space would be steamrollered through without proper consultation with those most affected by any 
development. 

Rep3800 Mrs 
Anne Rafferty 

Little Chalfont is benefitting from serveral new developments for housing, notably at the Saw Mill Estate on Bell Lane 
and a smaller estate on Burtons Lane. At other village locations, there are rebuilding works which will increase the 
density of housing so there seems to be no need to build upon Green Belt areas, which contribute greatly to the 
attractiveness of this region for all who live here or who visit. 

  

Rep3801 Mr 
Rowan 
Creighton 

The fields and woods of Nashleigh Hill are and hav always been an area of outstanding beauty and home to a vast 
variety of woodland animals such as badgers, rabbits, hedgehogs and foxes. What is more, below the woodland belt 
lies a public park, vastly popular with the children of the surrounding vicinity. Furthermore the 9.5 acre recreastional 
fields often play host to circuses and fairs beloved by residents and many more bringing in people from all over Bucks. 
By going through with the plan of building an industrial facility on the grounds, you would not only be destroying all of 
the above, but dramatically worsen the standards of living of the current residents. It has further been brought to my 
attention that the area of development in Chesham is completely disproportionate compared to that in the rest of 
Bucks. Chesham alone has twice the size of development that anywhere else around Bucks. Amersham, Great 
Missenden, Chalfont St Giles, Farnham Iver Heath and many other villages/towns have escaped almost unimpaired by 
this new proposal. Why is it that Chesham should bear the burden for the vast majority of Buckinghamshire? By 
equalising the distribution of areas of development you could considerably reduce destruction of Bucks' iconic 
countryside while still retaining the vast profits that would be procured should this go though. As a resident of the area 
in question I must once again express my deep concerns associated with you operation and my opposition towards it 
continuation in its current form. 

  

Rep3802 Mr 
Simon Handy 

Please accept the attached response form as a submission to the current Issues and Options consultation on behalf of 
my client, The Hinde Family. The land under my clients’ ownership is shown edged in red on the attached location plan. 

Independent  analysis of the 
housing market area functional 
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Strutt and 
Parker LLP on 
behalf of 
Hinde Family 

I would be grateful if you would consider this land as a potential development site as part of the emerging Local Plan. 
Further details about the site are contained in the attached response form. QUESTION 1 Defining the appropriate 
housing market area for plan-making purposes is difficult in the case of South Bucks District. As acknowledged in the 
Issues and Options consultation document, South Bucks District falls partly within a Central Buckinghamshire housing 
and economic market area comprising Chiltern, Wycombe and part of Aylesbury Vale and partly within a Berkshire 
housing and economic market area with the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead, Slough, Reading, Bracknell 
Forest, Wokingham and West Berkshire. The current conclusion of the consultation document is that it is appropriate 
to consider a 'best fit' approach to defining the housing and economic market areas for plan-making purposes and that, 
in the case of the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan, this would comprise Chiltern, South Bucks, Wycombe 
and Aylesbury Vale districts. While there are no objections to the principle of considering a 'best fit' approach to 
defining the housing and economic market area that the new Local Plan will cover, it is considered that such an 
approach should not be adopted at the expense of meeting the significant housing needs that exist within South Bucks 
and its neighbouring authorities. The Buckinghamshire HEDNA (Housing and Economic Development Needs 
Assessment) concludes that South Bucks District has a housing need of 7,800 units over the plan period (2014-2036), 
which equates to 355 dwellings per annum. However, the Berkshire SHMA (Strategic Housing Market Assessment) 
which includes South Bucks concludes that the housing need in the district is at least 376 dwellings per annum. This 
equates to a housing requirement of 8,272 units over the same plan period, or an additional 472 homes. The Berkshire 
SHMA considers that South Bucks forms part of an Eastern Berks & South Bucks housing market area (HMA) with the 
Royal Borough and Windsor and Maidenhead and Slough Borough. South Bucks is therefore obliged to consider the 
housing needs of these two adjoining local authorities under the 'Duty to Cooperate'. Both of these authorities have 
also seen a significant increase in their projected housing needs over the next 20 year period and, as a result, South 
Bucks may need to accommodate some of the unmet housing need arising from these authorities, particularly the need 
within Slough Borough where the tight authority boundary and a lack of suitable brownfield or available greenfield land 
present considerable constraints to meeting its housing need. On the basis of the above, it is considered that the 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA figure of 7,800 new homes over the plan period should not be adopted without further work 
being undertaken to determine the objective assessment of housing need (OAHN) within South Bucks and its adjoining 
authorities, including Windsor and Maidenhead and Slough Borough as well as Chiltern, Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale 
districts. It may well be that the housing need within South Bucks is nearer to 8,272 homes (as determined by the 
Berkshire SHMA) or more given the physical constraints that affect Slough Borough. QUESTION 2 The agreed 
methodology for identifying development supply opportunities is logical and, in particular, it is considered prudent to 
consider development options within the Green Belt as part of subsequent reviews of the Housing and Economic Land 

linkages concludes that the 
“best fit” for Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Plan area is with the 
rest of Buckinghamshire. Best fit 
groupings do not change 
functional housing market 
relationships and they will 
continue to be considered 
through the plan making 
process. 
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Availability Assessment (HELAA). As acknowledged in paragraph 3.7 of the consultation document, in comparing 
development needs (draft Bucks HEDNA) against potential development supply (draft HELAA) 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. While the release of Green Belt land for 
development purposes must be carefully considered and only implemented in exceptional circumstances, it is apparent 
that the development needs in the district significantly outweigh the available land within the existing settlement 
boundaries. As such, some Green Belt release is inevitable if the two local authorities are to meet the housing needs of 
current and future residents. It is considered that my client's land to the south of Iver Heath has fantastic development 
potential and would form a logical extension to the existing settlement. A location plan has been attached to this 
representation which shows the full extent of my client's land ownership (edged in red). The land currently comprises 
Home Cottage Farm - a 'pick your own' fruit farming business with associated farm shop - two existing residential 
properties (both under the clients' ownership) and numerous ancillary agricultural outbuildings. The total land area is 
approximately 9.3 hectares (23 acres). The site falls within the 'Green Belt Strategic Option' to the south-east of Iver 
Heath as identified in Appendix 4 of the Council's Issues and Options consultation document. This demonstrates that 
the Council is considering this area of land as a 'built area extension' worthy of further testing. In our view, the land is 
suitable for development due to its close proximity to the existing services and facilities within Iver Heath; its logical 
location in relation to the existing built-up edge of the settlement; and the absence of technical contraints that apply to 
the land (beyond the Green Belt designation of course). The property consultancy, Arup, was commissioned to 
undertake a Buckinghamshire Green Belt assessment to help inform the preparation of the various Local Plans across 
the county. My clients' site falls within parcel 86A. Under this assessment, it was determined that the land parcel as a 
whole (which includes all land between Iver and Iver Heath bounded by Bangors Road South to the east and Swallow 
Street to the west) does not 'check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas' which is one of the five Green Belt 
purposes set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Furthermore, while the whole parcel of land does 
prevent coalescence between Iver and Iver Heath, it is pertinent to note that, considered in isolation, the northern half 
of parcel 86A (all land to the north of Norwood Lane) makes little contribution to this gap as it is effectively enveloped 
by the settlement of Iver Heath. My clients' land falls within this northern half and, therefore, offers a realistic 
opportunity for a sustainable extension to the south-east of Iver Heath without compromising the individual identity of 
the two Iver settlements. In summary, while parcel 86A fulfills some of the five Green Belt purposes as a whole, it is 
apparent that the half north of Norwood Lane offers very little and should be considered for development in our view. 
This is corroborated by the fact that Arup considered the whole parcel of land worthy of further testing at Stage 2 of 
the Green Belt assessment. It is considered that my clients' land could deliver around 180 - 200 dwellings based on a 
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density of approximately 30 dwellings per hectare. This level of development could make a significant contribution to 
the overall housing need of the district without compromising the character of the existing settlement. The land and 
the settlement as a whole are well located to the strategic transport network and emerging infrastructure 
improvements, including HS2 and Cross Rail. New homes on this land would therefore constitute sustainable 
development. The land is available and, in our view, is suitable for development. New homes on this site could be 
delivered within a short timescale of an allocation within the joint Local Plan. We are keen to promote this site for 
residential development and further technical studies QUESTION 5 It is considered that the Councils should consider a 
combination of all spatial strategy options, i.e. Option L, but that Options C, D and E (built area extensions to principal 
and neighbouring settlements) should be given the greatest consideration as they are the most likely to contribute to 
meeting the significant housing need in a substantive way. QUESTION 6 Please refer to the comments made above in 
relation to question 2 on how my clients' land provides a suitable and logical development opportunity on the south-
eastern edge of Iver Heath (in accordance with Spatial Strategy Option E). QUESTION 7 While it is acknowledged that 
the environmental designations within Chiltern and South Bucks present a constraint to the provision of new housing 
within these areas, it is considered that the greatest effort should be made by both authorities via the Joint Local Plan 
to identify as many suitable housing sites as possible within the administrative boundaries, so that the level of unmet 
need that will have to be accommodated by adjoining authorities (currently estimated to be 7,500 dwellings) is kept to 
a minimum. This is particularly important because many of the adjoining local authorities, such as Slough Borough and 
the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead, have their own environmental constraints that may result in their own 
housing need having to be met elsewhere. 'Passing' the problem between the various local authorities would, in our 
view, constitute poor planning. Furthermore, expecting one or two local authorities that are not subject to the same 
level of constraint, such as Aylesbury Vale District, to take a disproportionate share of the unmet housing need would 
also place an unreasonable burden on the services and facilities within the existing settlements and future 
infrastructure requirements. Therefore, it is considered that a more radical approach may need to be considered and, 
in particular, a significant review of the current Green Belt designations within Chiltern and South Bucks districts needs 
to be carried out. Thank you for taking our comments into consideration as part of this initial Issues and Options 
consultation.  

Rep3803 Miss 
Joanne 
Hodgson 

Question 1 Whilst I am not an expert in any shape or form, I understand that as of March 2015 there are 28,364 
households in South Bucks. A proposed increase of 7800 households represents an increase of 27.5% in 20 years. 
Having undertaken a quick piece of research on the internet. As of June 2014 there was 64,596,800 people living in the 
UK, an increase of 491,500 on the previous year. That is a growth in population of 0.0076% in one year. If that 
population level was to continue for the next 20 years that would still only be a population growth of 15.2%. So why do 
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we need to increase household by 27.5% Question 2/3 I see that certain sites have been rejected at Stage 1 and I 
support those rejections. I also note that some sites that were approved at Stage 1 are not currently being considered 
in the Second Stage. In particular I believe that sites SB0198 and SB0006 should not be considered at stage 2 because 
they fall outside the main village settlement. The Option presented that impacts the Farnhams is better placed as it 
infills a natural gap in the developed area. But I believe that a green belt buffer should be left in respect of the Farnham 
Park playing fields to separate Farnham Common and Farnham Royal. As an additional site I would suggest the area to 
the south of the M4O. However I note from looking at the maps of the County as a whole, the suggestion is piecemeal 
development of many villages within the county to provide the additional households required. I strongly believe that 
with piecemeal development there is a real danger that all the necessary infrastructure will get overlooked, namely 
schools, health and emergency services. Again I am no expert but as I understand it 87% of our county is green belt. I 
believe that with the need for such a huge amount of households the best option would be a garden village/town 
located somewhere in the northern end of South Bucks. In that way the housing could be integrated with employment 
and all the necessary infrastructure to form a totally self sustaining settlement Question 4 I note that the Joint Local 
Plan does not address the need to protect Burnham Beeches, a site of European importance and a special area of 
conservation (SAC) and this should be addressed. Question 5 As stated above I believe that the development of an 
entirely new settlement is an option that should be considered. Question 6 I have concerns regarding all the individual 
options unless a commitment is mad tt develop infrastructure at the same time as increasing households. Question 7 I 
support the work the Chilterns and South Bucks have done to consider how to plan for managing the unmet needs with 
the reference to Aylesbury Vale. Here the Duty to Cooperate is working. I do NOT support the expansion of Slough to 
the North. As previously outlined, the separation of towns and developed areas must be maintained and the character 
of the Farnhams, including Burnham Beaches, must be retained. Question 8 I doubt question whether any development 
within the area of Farnham Common and Farnham Park would really produce affordable housing, as outlined in the 
documents. The nature of the surrounding area and current housing market, would have “house” prices beyond the 
reach of such a target. Is there a way to force developers to provide affordable housing when all they want to build is 
prestige homes. Questions 9 -15 No comment Question 16 As stated above I believe that piecemeal development of 
various settlements across the county will inevitably fail to deliver the necessary associated infrastructure. Wilton Park 
in Beaconsfield has been given permission for 350 houses and it clearly states in the planning documentation that no 
provision has been made for schools which seems ridiculous when all local schools are already full. Question 17 I 
support the consideration detailed in the footnote on Page 7 of the 'Chiltern and South Bucks Settlement Infrastructure 
Capacity Study”. In this document where the reference to Farnhams/Stoke Poges it emphasizes that almost all of the 
neighbouring settlement, Farnham Common, falls within the 500m safeguarding zone of the Burnham Beeches Special 

implications for individual 
settlements.  
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Area of Conservation. I believe this should be taken into account when considering whether to further develop the 
Farnhams. 

Rep3804 Mrs 
Kathryn Le 
Neve Foster 
Clerk Chenies 
Parish Council 

QUESTION 1 Referring to the ORS- Atkins Report ‘Identifying HMAs and FEMAs .’ of March 2015 it seems odd that no 
account appears to have been taken of how markets work/interact with the adjoining communities within 
Heftfordshire. Many people living in Chenies commute via the Metropolitan Line from Chorleywood and via the M25 
J18 to Heftfordshire and outer London and make use of Hertfordshire Schools and Medical facilities. Also many Chenies 
residents moved to the village from places like Harrow, Pinner, Nofthwood and Rickmansworth and still maintain 
contacts there. As regards retail centres Chenies residents would be more likely to visit e.g. Watford than High 
Wycombe. QUESTION 2 No land within Chenies Parish has been included within the HFLAA Appendix 5 which is 
considered locally to be a good thing. In our view there is a potential site for residential development at the southern 
end of Green Street on its western side between it and the railway, opposite Orchard Drive. This would ‘round off’ 
development on the north side of Chorleywood. QUESTION 3 No QUESTION 4 We would strongly urge retention of the 
existing Green Belt and AONB. We would suggest these protective measures should override development needs, 
which of course was their original purpose. Infrastructure as a whole should be properly planned, costed and in place 
prior to any development being completed. Water supply in the Chilterns is entirely taken from the aquifer The present 
level of abstraction is causing unacceptable environmental damage to our chalk streams i.e. they frequently dry up. 
Another source of water will be needed to supply an increased population and this has not been planned for. Many of 
our sewage works e.g. Chesham are already working at capacity. Broadband is inadequate in many locations, 
particularly in parts of our village. Roads, schools and hospitals are also under stress QUESTION 5 From the Chiltern list 
of Options at para 4.5 we would place e) at the top followed by a), b), c). We would generally be against Options d) and 
f) QUESTION 6 Any expansion in Chesham would first require: • Increased capacity at Chesham sewage works since 
current capacity is unable to cope with existing demand during storm conditions resulting in the river Chess being 
polluted through discharge of excess effluent. • Alternative water supply; increased demand for water can currently 
only be supplied by increasing abstraction. The aquifer is already over abstracted resulting in a dry river in the town and 
low flows down stream. • Road improvements. The shortest route by road from Chesham to the M25 is unsuitable for 
HGV traffic. QUESTION 7 We are not able to argue with the ORS Atkins HEDNA Report and Findings however would 
make the obvious comment that there is no point in having ‘needs’ which are not capable of being delivered. We do 
not believe these needs amount to the exceptional circumstances required to make inroads into the Green Belt, for 
example, especially when this may also involve areas protected by the AONB. QUESTION 8 No QUESTION 9 No 
QUESTION 10 No comment QUESTION 11 We believe Action 1 in the Draft Heritage Strategy places the emphasis on 
allowing development rather than on protecting the Heritage Assets which seems perverse. In our view there is too 
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much in the strategy about pressures upon our heritage and the threats posed by development and not enough about 
protecting those assets ftom such development. QUESTION 12 It seems to us that the AONB qualifies as a Heritage 
Asset because it appears to come within the definition given in the National Planning Policy Framework “A building 
area or landscape identified as having a high degree of significance meriting consideration in planning decisions’. We 
believe the definition of a Heritage Asset in the Heritage Strategy should specifically include the AONB. Section 5.3 
covers the AONB but does not actually confirm that the AONB is a Heritage Asset. The Chiltern chalk streams are rare 
habitats on the world stage and yet there is nothing in the strategy to indicate that these rivers are Heritage Assets and 
should be protected as such. At Latimer Park Farm either side of the Latimer Road there is an important Roman Villa 
site on the banks of the River Chess and on the south side of the Latimer Road within the GBA parcel 22a. Question 14: 
Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? No Question 15: Do you No have a view on the scope of policies 
proposed in Appendix 7. Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, 
infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? We would urge authors of the Local Plan to take full note of the Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study since it is quite clear that current infrastructure is inadequate in many 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. Nothing to add here respects even for existing demand. In our view no development is 
‘sustainable’ unless infrastructure can be provided without damage to the environment and at economic cost. Question 
17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local 
Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? A. 
Regarding Appendix 5 — Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt — Little Chalfont — 
We have the following objections to the site shown either side of the A404 on the eastern edge of the village (General 
Areas 1 4b and 28 in the Green Belt Assessment): 1. Only 9% of Green Belt land nationally is within an AONB. This site is 
within the Chilterns AONB demonstrating how important it is to retain its Green Belt status. 2. Lodge Lane and Stony 
Lane form a natural definitive boundary on the Eastern edge of Little Chalfont. These lanes also mark the boundary 
between Little Chalfont and Chenies Parish Councils with their very different characters. 3. Lodge Lane and Stony Lane 
mark the interface between urban development and the rural landscape. 4. Chenies is a rural village and it is essential 
to maintain the current separation from the urban areas of Little Chalfont and Chodeywood to preserve its special 
character. 5. Chenies Village was the centre of the Bedford Estate with its Grade 1 Listed Manor House and village 
green surrounded by cottages all of which are Grade 11 Listed. To the west the Estate boundaries extend to Stony Lane 
and Lodge Lane either side of the A404 and this same land is still farmed by Chenies Manor today. Altering the 
boundaries would be a most unfortunate change historically speaking. 6. Loss of this land could potentially make the 
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remainder of the farm unviable. 7. Taking land out of agricultural production 8. The land sits astride the top of the ridge 
and any development would be in full view of the Chenies and Latimer Conservation area especially from the Chess 
Valley Walk across the valley and also from further away, affecting views, for example from Sarratt and Flaunden. 9. 
The A404 is heavily congested already with traffic frequently tailing back to Chenies and often as far as Little Chalfont 
from the M25 during the rush hour. Any increase is undesirable. 10. There are no exceptional circumstances to warrant 
removal of this land from the Green Belt. GBA scores for general areas 14b and 28 serving Green Belt purposes are bJfl 
and neither part of the site is recommended for further consideration. There is no justification given for the selection of 
this site for testing in Appendix 5 of the Issues and Options document. Regarding area 28 in particular this scores 5/5 
for Purpose 2 and on this basis alone should be removed from the map of options for testing. B. Regarding Map 6.1 a 
Areas for further consideration at Stage 2 and the land shown between Stony Lane and Bell Lane and extending north 
to the Latimer Road — We object to the extension of the original option for the following reasons: 1. The land is 
protected by the AONB 2. Much of the land is within the Chenies and Latimer Conservation Area 3. The proposal brings 
urban development to the doorstep of Latimer Village and within its full view contrary to Purpose 2 in the Green Belt 
Assessment — namely ‘To prevent neighbouring towns from merging’. Under Purpose 2 this part of parcel 22A scores a 
maximum 5/5 and specifically mentions the role of this land in separating Latimer Village from Little Chalfont. 4. The 
land is in agricultural and forestry production 5. The network of public footpaths crossing the land are a valuable 
community resource 6. At Latimer Park Farm either side of the Latimer Road there is an important Roman Villa site on 
the banks of the River Chess and on the south side of the Latimer Road within the GBA parcel 22a 7. There are no 
exceptional circumstances to warrant removal of this land from the Green Belt. Indeed we strongly question why this 
land has progressed to Stage 2 at all because it also scores a maximum 5/5 under Purpose 3 of the Green Belt 
Assessment — ‘Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’. “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’. Parcel 22A scores “Strongly” for purposes 2 and 3. Of the 100 
parcels reviewed no other parcel achieves this ‘Strong’ score under both these purposes. C. Regarding Green Belt 
Options in general we quote an extract from the NPPF Planning Practice Guidance Notes which supports our view that 
land should not be taken out of the Green Belt to supply land for unmet housing needs: “In decision taking, can unmet 
need for housing ou&,eigh Green Belt Protection? 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.”  

Rep3805 Mr 
Henry H B Ahn 

We reject the conclusion 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 
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housing and employment development. Main reasons are:- 1.The land is Green Belt 2.The land are Chiltern Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty 3.Any housing and /or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural 
character and setting of not only Little Chalfont village but also affecting near Chorleywood village .Also it will cause a 
lot more serious traffic jam. 4. Any new housing estate would severely overload the local infrastructure including 
roads,road junctions,parking,train services,schools,healthcare,water and waste management. 

Rep3806 Miss 
Fiona Taylor 

General Points: CDC has already granted planning permission for some 620 dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy 
Cross site, Newlands Park and the Audley Homes development at the Epilepsy site. The previous planing activity should 
be recognised and adjusted for by reducing the local plan numbers for CSP. Objectives which protect the green belt 
land and the AONB should be a priority. There needs to be a more efficient approach towards using the existing built up 
areas outside the green belt and development in neighbouring areas such as the Aylesbury Vale district on land outside 
the green belt should be considered. Brownfield sites should be developed first along with sites closest to train, tube 
and bus services. There is a known drainage issue in CSP. particularly with open raw sewerage backing up in the centre 
of the village. All schools within ChaLfont St Peter are at full capacity. They are unable to accommodate pupils from the 
620 developments already scheduled within the Parish. Site specific objections: MILL MEADOW The area is much used 
by 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 
cotild 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 provides two new care home developments as well as important 
recreational facilities with nine foothall pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are 
used by more than 24 teams. The ES Site could be divided into two parts. The area to the south of Tate Road and 
Micholls Avenue (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 thai park. ES South is currently used for care home and medical 
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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 Gerards Cross which are the nearest rail stations. Any development is 
car dependent. The ES Site is bounded on three sides by narrow The ES Site is bounded on three sides by narrow and 
dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development. It is inherently unsustainable a fact that 
was established through the NSE planning inspcctoratc appeal case in June 2005. It is not served by an appropriate bus 
service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or (Gerrards Cross which are the nearest tube and rail stations. 
Any development therefore requires increased car dependency. A natural boundary between ES South and ES North is 
easily defensible (excluding the playing fields which is identi lied 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. 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 he 
protected as a local heritage asset. It should itself Ibrrn part ofa conservation area. IThe 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 
importani green space for hiodiversity and environmental priorities. The area is within the Green Belt and provides the 
important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tailing End. Gerrards Cross and Denham. I am 
particularly concerned about the inconsistency and bias which seems to be apparent in the sustainability assessment. It 
appears CDC is making the ES Site - which is inherently unsustainable - higher than other sites which already are 
sustainable, and ignoring the traffic pressures which would clearly build up should the ES site be developed. The ES Site 
has been scored incorrectly and CDC is artifically boosting any plus points (hut there are none) for its own ends. This 
lack of consistency is troubling. You have also completely ignored the heritage value of the ES site - please see the 
Bucks Heritage Assessment on CSP. Another indication of bias. 

Rep3807 Mr 
Graham Young 

Q1. Need detailed information as to how the numbers were derived for households and employment generating land. 
Q3. The Ridgeway Estate and Thorney Business Park would be better if they eliminated HGV Warehousing traffic and 
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Treasurer 
Richings Park 
Residents 
Association 

became mixed residential and high tech office space. Q4. 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 –- 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. Option D – no encroachment 
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. Q6.• 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. 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 Q13. Leisure facilities for teenagers, children and the elderly 
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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. 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.  

Rep3808 Mr 
Robert 
Woolley 

Q.8 Response Some of the Joint Local Plan Green Belt is within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONB) in the Little Chalfont, Latimer & Chenies area. There is a statutory duty to have regard to the purposes of 
AONBs to ‘conserve or enhance the natural beauty of their area’. NPPF paragraph 115 requires that in any decision 
“great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty” in AONBs. This applies not only to 
developments proposed within an AONB but if proposed in its setting such that the AONB would be affected. The 
AONB in the Little Chalfont, Latimer & Chenies area also has other constraints, having important heritage, open space 
and beauty value which has not been assessed in Part 1 of the Green Belt Assessment for development potential. It 
should not be removed and would be totally inappropriate for development for housing or in search for employment. 
Chiltern District Council should concentrate its local housing stock on brownfield sites and in less sensitive ‘urban 
fringe’ sites which are closer to existing road and transport networks together with other local amenities and 
infrastructure. There are such areas worthy of consideration between Amersham and Little Chalfont to the north and 
south of the A404 (White Lion Road) which offer good infrastructure links. Q.17 Response Should Little Chalfont be a 
Major Settlement for Growth? If, as proposed, the growth involves sacrificing large tracts of environmentally and 
visually sensitive areas of land - designated Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty - it is difficult to see 
how Little Chalfont could be selected as a suitable centre for growth. Large scale building goes against the ANOB policy 
is ‘to conserve and enhance the beauty of nature’. The views, and landscape setting should be enhanced rather than 
degraded or destroyed. Brownfield and urban fringe sites would be more appropriate for development. Aside from the 
adverse impact on the environmental and visual amenity of the area, there will also be impacts on education, health, 
parking, recreation, and transport. The existing infrastructure and facilities would be inadequate due to the scale of the 
proposed buildings expansion. Stage 2 Consideration Map: General Area 22A: Chess Valley General Area 22A shows an 
area for development on the lower slopes of the agricultural land on the south side of the Chess Valley. This land is 
highly sensitive environmentally and visually. Development here would be seriously detrimental to the character and 
visual appearance of the Chess Valley. 
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Helen Kent the housing market area, and various needs assessments. Surprised no relationship with Herts, in particular Three 
Rivers (e.g. Rickmansworth, Chorleywood) as many people move between these. Q2 & Q3. It would be worth 
considering the field on the White Lion Road between the edge of Little Chalfont and Amersham for development - 
while this separates the two settlements (and therefore performs strongly as Green Belt), it is not of any great 
landscape value (is not within the AONB), and has good access to services. The hedgerow should be maintained along 
the White Lion Road to help preserve some degree of visual separation, and the PROW across the site maintained for 
good connection to the wider footpath network. When compared with other potential development sites, it would 
result in fewer impacts (e.g. landscape / visual / ecological) than other options on the edges of settlements. It does not 
have any access or active community use, except for the PROW, which should be maintained. Existing open spaces 
within settlements which are popular, well used, and function well should be retained so everyone has access to open 
space near to where they live (walkable / by bike, rather than having to drive). They are very popular and well used, 
e.g. Westwood Park, Little Chalfont (playground, tennis courts, and playingfields), and St George V Playing Fields/ 
playground, Amersham amongst others. Q4. Agree with general approach. Support inclusion of policies to require high 
quality design (including in town centres), and to protect the AONB. Q16: Consideration needs to be given to providing 
sufficient infrastructure to support any new development. Transport is a particular concern locally - with busy roads, 
and congestion. Buses are not sufficiently frequent to provide an attractive alternative to driving. Tube / train are 
excellent. Encourage walking and cycling especially to school / work. Schools will need to expand to accommodate any 
signifcant development (they are generally over subsribed), and this should be properly planned at the strategic level 
with Bucks CC. There may be a need to add another form per school year to Little Chalfont Primary School (similar to 
what has been done successfully at St George's and Woodside in Amersham), or if the site is not large enough, to retain 
this school as a 2 form entry infant school, providing a new 2 form junior school nearby. The infrastructure report 
within the Evidence base notes the current pressures, and it is a shame it was not provided with any up to date info on 
education needs. Q5 & 6: Option L: support - a combination of approaches should be used and will be necessary to 
achieve the development identified - see below. Option A & B: Support, except that we should retain valued, well used, 
well functioning open space within settlements which are closer to peoples' homes and contribute to the character of 
our towns and villages, rather than building on them simply to protect the Green Belt (which may not be accessible for 
walking, play etc). Option C: while we may need to develop beyond the existing built up areas, avoid building on the 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty which has been identified for its nationally important landscape quality, and is very 
much valued by local people and visitors to the district. We should direct development to areas of lower landscape 
(and ecological) value, and which can be accessed by sustainable transport modes. Option D & E: suppoort, to share 
development between larger and smaller settlements, using a proportionate approach. To support smaller settlements 
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where there are housing needs, and support local businesses. And also to make best use of the most sustainable 
locations for transport (particularly rail). Aylesbury Vale may be able to accommodate some of Chiltern's identintified 
need. Option F; support subject to retaining village character. Option G, H, I: support subject to reaining village and 
countryside character, in particularl the AONB. Option J: support subject to retaining settlement character / minimising 
impact on the AONB. Option K: support, but don't allocate employment uses in the AONB: target other locations first. 
Work with businesses to identify their needs. Make better use of existing employment sites by increasing density / 
replacing buildings which are no longer attractive to businesses, before considering other options. Option L: support - 
see above. Q7: agree need to work with AVDC / Wycombe in particular, given landscape constraints in particular. Q 6 
(cont) and 7(?): re. Green Belt Assessment: I object to taking Westwood Park and adjacent land out of the Green Belt. It 
is not suitable for development as it lies within the AONB - very attractive, popular for recreation and sport, and 
accessible to many people locally. When targeting land for development we should not be looking at the AONB. I'm not 
convinced that it this area performs less well in terms of its Green Belt function (as set out in the Green Belt 
Assessment) - it prevents encrochment into the countryside, and is open with very little in the way of urban influences. 
It is closely connected visually with the adjacent fields and woodland and is identified as part of the wider Chess Valley. 
As such it should not be removed from the Green Belt. Q8: Given that Chiltern & South Bucks have such high house 
prices developers should have no diffculty in providing a reasonable proportion of affordable homes, which should also 
be subject to high quality design. Q10: town centre flats (max 3-4 storey) including supported living. 

Rep3811 Mr 
Russell 
Vandenbrekel 

Please accept this as an objection to the plan to redevelop Nashleigh Hill Recreation grounds in Chesham. It is my 
opinion that the plans have not taken into consideration the negative impact another set of commercial units would 
have on this part of the town. It is already blighted by ugly commercial units visible from my house. Any further 
development on this site would ruin the views of the surrounding countryside. The site is used daily and has been by 
my family for nearly 20 years. It provides a positive space away from the busyness of the town. It will also add to the 
already busy and congested roads that lead into the town. As it stands it can often take 15 minutes drive to the town 
centre which is less than a mile and half. Please reconsider any plans for industrial use on this site. 

  

Rep3812 Mr 
Graham 
Verrinder 

Question 6 Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be 
part of these options? The Government has made clear in recent statements that it is still intent on: ● adhering to the 
principles of green belt policy ● to 'localism' and – in relation to current thinking on meeting targets for new housing – 
● to confining construction on green belt land to pockets of development Therefore, accepting that the Government 
needs to increase the availability of affordable dwellings, land for this purpose should provided out the green belt areas 
as well as the other options suggested through the earlier consultation process. I propose that this provision from the 
green belt could be achieved by small developments on the edges of villages to the extent that each development: ● 
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comprises up to 10 individual dwellings ● is a mix of size, layout, and styles of construction, but also visually sensitive to 
the village/area; in essence new developments should maintain or enhance the community ● at least 50% of new 
dwellings should be be affordable ● avoid ribbon development ● avoid coalescence between the outskirts of towns and 
villages/small communities. (Large scale infill is often ugly and leads to stretching of communities; and strict adherence 
to building lines is often unattractive) Most importantly, the existing inhabitants of villages and small communities 
should be involved in the process of planning, whether developments are on green belt or white land, even if this adds 
the the costs of administration and construction. Small increases in prices of housing and to taxpayers should be 
acceptable if the result leads to maintaining or improving community well-being. 

Rep3813 Miss 
Grace Wilks 

Green belt should not be built on. It is there for a reason. Developers can't think that they are allowed to build on it 
however much money they throw at it. This is a village. It is not a city that can house thousands of people. It does not 
have the space to. The people that will move into these new properties probably won't be from this area. How are they 
allowed to just get new homes when the people of Iver, who have worked all their lives, don't get a say in who gets the 
new houses? How we will cope with all these new people here? Iver will become a more busier place, there will be 
more pollution from car fumes and when the properties are being built; think about the noise, disruption and pollution 
that will be ongoing for months. It will become an overpopulated area with worse air quality because of the increase of 
cars that the new households will have. Each house is expected to own two or more cars, think about the huge swelling 
of fumes from these cars that will pollute the air even more everyday with more greenhouse gases. Conflicts, fights and 
anti-social behaviour is more likely to happen in overpopulated areas. It is a known fact that people develop more 
behavioural problems through the stress of being in a crowded place. The roads here are full of cars already and you 
want more vehicles to join the roads? What about parking throughout the village for these new residents? Where are 
they going to park, more cars trying to park in a small area is impossible. If people can't park their cars then they won't 
be able to go in the shops so how are businesses going to survive? Air-quality round here is not great because of the 
airport and with more cars, etc from the new houses, the air-quality won't get better. Destroying fields, trees and 
wildlife habitats is not a clever idea. Trees help improve air quality and you're going to take them away? More green 
areas are needed around the country, houses can't be built because some people want to make some money but they 
don't care about the effects on the residents because they don't live here. The fields are a lovely place, breathtaking 
where dogs are walked everyday and they are a place that gives homes to wildlife. People won't be able to walk their 
dogs in the fields so we will probably be seeing more dog waste around the village which is a health hazard. Dog waste 
attracts flies, rats and parasites which are not wanted especially in an area with families. There are: deer, rabbits, foxes 
and many more beautiful wild animals which thrive in the fields so what are they going to do when there is a huge 
development going on that is going to take away their homes. They have no say, people just expect them to get on with 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

616 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

it. These animals have been in these fields for years, you can't take their habitats from them. They will probably get run 
over because: they will be kicked out from their environment, they won't know where to relocate to, they won't feel as 
safe as they did in the fields which is their natural environment so because they won't have anywhere to go or no food 
to get, which the fields provide for them, they will come into contact with humans and cars so more accidents and 
more human conflict will happen which is not good for these wild animals. 

Rep3814 Mrs 
Linda Butler 

I am deeply concerned as to the lasting impact of building more housing on the green belt land behind Chessfield Park. 
As a weekly visitor to my parent in this road I regularly use the facilities in the village and having lived there my entire 
childhood feel it can no longer cope with the traffic it currently experiences. pArking is a constant issues now the 
village, particularly for the elderly; there is simply not enough. Station users already avoid charges by parking in 
Chessfield park. These conditions will not improve by building more houses. The junction at Stoney Lane will be 
incredibly dangerous to turn out of. I believe there is already a problem for families to gain places at schools in the 
village .the infrastructure and support services are not there to cope with an increase in population. However the 
biggest impact will be devastating this very beautiful peace of green belt and destroying the habitat of wildlife. My 
mother enjoys a huge variety of birds visiting the garden as a small example. The destruction of this lovely area will be a 
huge shame. I sincerely hope serious reconsideration takes place and that an alternative site for such a huge number of 
houses is found which does not involve drestroying our countryside. 

  

Rep3815 
Name not 
provided 

QUESTION 1 - HEDNA 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 given 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 - HELAA and Additional Sites Currently HELAA only considers previously developed sites. There are some sites such 
as CD33 parts of which may acceptable for development is access could be made to the A40. QUESTION 5 - Spatial 
Strategy Options Option J should be a first priority with development near to train stations followed by: Option A 
Option D Option E Option H Option I Option B as the sixth priority. Option C is unacceptable for the reasons given aboe 
as responses 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 - Comment on Specific Sites The Epilepsy Society 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 3 sides by 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 space capacity within CSP e.g. for medicare, dentistry, schooling, water supply, draining and 
transport. Mill Meadow. It beggars belief as to why the MM site has been selected as a candidate for removal from the 
green belt. It is a much used central amenity facility which includes the community centre, two large allotments, CSP 

 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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Amateur Football Club, fields, recreation park, playing pitches, tennis club, a scout HQ and parish council offices. It also 
provides playing fields for Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy which does not have a playing field within its own grounds 
(something that was pointed out to CDC when permission for the development of the Holy Cross site was put before 
the CDC). The National Curriculum calls for the provision of sports activities. Without MM playing fields the academy 
would not be able to deliver an effective curriculum. The MM is also on the floodplain. Between 2010 and 2014 there 
was prolonged and extensive folloding here. Building on the floodplain would exacerbate the impact on CSP Lower 
Road when raw sewage was forced up onto the street due to drains overloaded by floodwater. The Area Identified for 
Industrial Development 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 floodplain. 

Rep3816 Mrs 
Celia Style 

Q1 The definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used does not take into account the benefit 
of Cross Rail and the future demand for housing close to Cross Rail stations. Q2 - There was no mention about 
schools/availability of school places in your Sustainability Appraisal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial 
Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options. I believe new schools or expansion of current schools 
will be required to accommodate the expansion of housing, therefore I question whether many of the selected housing 
sites will be deliverable by 2038. Q10 - How do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly 
accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? By making sure that affordable specialist elderly 
accomodation is available throughout Chiltern & South Bucks.area. Q17 - Do you have any other points you would like 
the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? Access to Grammar schools in 
Buckinghamshire. I believe there will be an increase in demand for Grammar school places therefore this should be 
taken into account when condering the location of new housing. 

  

Rep3817 Mrs 
Athy 
Demetriades 

I moved from to Iver 3 years ago. Iver is a wonderful community which has been blighted by an overkill of construction. 
Each day driving around this beautiful area we are faced with construction, HGV,S pollution. This area has had more 
than enough building and turmoil. Pollution is rife. The bats and owls that live in our barns[ which are endangered 
species] alongside many other wildlife are in serious jeopardy. Leave our green belt alone there are many other spaces 
that can be utilized for housing but the Ivers have been hard hit with construction and no end in sight. 

  

Rep3819 Miss 
Camile Wild 
Rep3820 Miss 
Lara Shepherd 
Rep3821 Mr 

l 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 Chiltem Way (public right of way for walkers) The 
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Stephen 
MacDonald 
Rep3822 Miss 
Nicola Sears 
Rep3824 Mrs 
Christine 
Wicks 
Rep3825 Mr 
Ian Smith 
Rep3826 Mrs 
Angela Silva 

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. Dear Chiltern and 
Buckinghamshire County Council: 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 8M294098. 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. 

Rep3827 Mrs 
Jacqueline 
Rose 

Question 6 - General comments We live in Ashley Green and my husband and I are very concerned about the 
highlighted area between the village and the town of Chesham. The proximity of the A41 to Ashley Green means that 
already the village is a through route for heavy traffic to speed, literally, through here. I am sure that evidence can be 
sought through monitoring of the speed camera which is situated here for that very reason. An increase in traffic issues 
and congestion will be inevitable should any of the highlighted site be chosen for industrial development without an 
alternate access from the A41 being built at the same time which would allow traffic to come off before the Chesham 
exit and thereby not come through the village. The area that has been identified already includes a petrol station and a 
restaurant with increased traffic to both. This stretch is road is already quite busy with traffic, and with a new housing 
development having just been built the road is already in danger of becoming an accident hotspot with cars pulling out 
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of Lycrome Road or worse parking on the corner so that one is force to queue in the road before having space to turn 
into it. The road infrastructure was not designed for the volume of traffic currently passing along it and worse nothing 
has been done to change it since. The M25 the M1 motorways have impact on traffic coming through the village if they 
experience tailbacks, as does any type of road work happening in Berkhamsted, the village becomes gridlocked and the 
lanes are then used as rat runs, as these lanes do not have footpaths it can be quite dangerous to walk along them and 
I was recently hit by the wing mirror of a car whilst walking along Hog Lane to the Chesham Rd to post a letter. We live 
on Hog Lane and due to congestion in the mornings and the problems of cars being able to join the A416 due to the 
volume of traffic currently I often have a queue of traffic outside my house in the mornings during the school run. I 
drive my children to school in Chesham and have often seen accidents along Two Dells Lanes, but this route is 
preferable because of the new problems at Lycrome Road mentioned above. At the present time we can all enjoy the 
green space which is around Chesham and which makes the villages sited here special places. If the area is infilled with 
housing or industries there is a fear that Ashley Green, Whelpley Hill, Ley Green and Orchard Leigh will simply become 
and extension of Chesham Town and the green spaces and the individuality of the village will be lost. If we wanted to 
live in Chesham or Berkhamsted or one of their suburbs we would have moved to there and part of your job should be 
protecting what we have instead of trying to spoil it. You have chosen this site purely on the basis of the promixity to 
the A41 with no regard to the needs of the residents of Ashley Green or any desire to protect the green belt, the 
distinctiveness or identity of the village. 

Rep3828 Mr 
Jack 
Demetriades 

No more construction to the Ivers. We are already under siege. I have bats and owls which live in my barns, they are 
endangered species and work carried out on the green belt would ruin their navigation and living. Totally disagree with 
your plans. We already have major construction going on leave our green belt alone.  

 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.  

Rep3829 Mr 
Martin Clarke 

The proposed areas of planning are totally unsuitable for development. The council wishes to seriously add to the 
amount of people in the local area but spaces for schools are already extremely difficult to get. No provisions has been 
made for all these extra families and their needs. The development itself will cause substantial congestion to the local 
area because the local council never look after the roads around Bell Lane. If the council is incapable of keeping it in a 
usable condition with moderate traffic, I fail to see how they expect construction traffic to be accommodated within 
these roads and keep local residents safe. It is clear this is an ill conceived idea. 
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Rep3830 Mr 
Susan Ashley 

I wish to formally respond to the Consultation request in the matter of Chiltern & South Bucks local plan 2014-2036. I 
object to every 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 grnd, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard & Barnes Way as I feel this area is 
supporting its role As a buffer between the current housing and light industrial area. Local infrastructure would be 
unable to support any additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on Iver Village. Our roads are at 
saturation point with all the HGV vehicles using the village as a cut through to reach other major road networks. The 
traffic in the High Street is constantly at a standstill due to the volume and size of the HGVs, so one cannot see how any 
more housing and associated vehicles can be accommodated. The air quality is also of serious concern and it is widely 
stated that we are not meeting European rules that govern air quality. Surely these these areas of concern should be 
dealt with before any expansion of the village is considered. 

  

Rep3831 Mrs 
Nicky 
McCarthy 

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

Rep3832 Mr 
Kevin 
McNicholas 

I wish to raise with as much authority as an individual can concerning the possible removal from green belt land as 
indicated in the local plan 2014-2036 This part of the Chess Valley Meets the criteria of an 'Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty' that it's removal from green belt would be a desecration and utterly devastating to the existing residents and 
to future generations. I would in addition be obliged if you would give consideration to very diverse wild life that exists 
in this valley. The loss of this wildlife would have serious consequences for the whole 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. 

Rep3834 Miss 
Joceline 
Andrews 

I am very concerned about these proposals to build on this beautiful land. My concerns are most great for area 22a and 
b. The farm land and countryside provides a wonderful haven here for nature and walking. The rolling hills are indeed 
an area of outstanding natural beauty. A few times a week I take my children down the footpath and across the fields 
or into the woods. The area provides a sanctuary where the town ends and the countryside begins. The cows graze in 
the summer. Sheep in the far fields. The idea of concreting over this landscape is devastating. I am more than aware of 
the need for social and affordable housing, and realise that this has to be achieved. However, a whole community 
benefits from an area of such beauty, and to lose it would cause a knock on effect of issues with pollution and traffic; 
noise and loss of habitat for wildlife. The area would be truly destroyed if these proposals were agreed. 

  

Rep3835 Mr 
James Nelson 

Many people choose to live in Chiltern District and specifically Little Chalfont because of its outstanding quality of 
countryside (i.e. AONB) as well as its good quality schools and transport links. These factors combine to make Little 
Chalfont a nice place to live for many people, and an area many people “escape” London and other urban areas to visit 
each week. However the large scale development of Little Chalfont proposed in the Chiltern and South Bucks local Plan 
is entirely at odds with the character of Little Chalfont. It would destroy the look, feel and cohesion of Little Chalfont for 

 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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residents and visitors, and place impossible demands on its infrastructure capacity. The village has already taken more 
than its fair share of housing development with no visible improvement in educational, medical, parking, & transport 
infrastructure. I would expect planners and developers to argue that any large scale development would be 
accompanied by improvements in the provision of school places, GP, & dental services etc. However, whilst some of 
these could possibly be addressed, to some extent, there are a number of issues which are insurmountable and mean 
that large scale development outlined in the plan cannot be permitted to go ahead. 1) Insufficient rail infrastructure. A 
large number of Little Chalfont residents commute into London. Chalfont & Latimer station also attracts commuters 
who drive from many miles away in some cases to use the station and its tube and train services. The services are 
already at capacity at peak hours with standing room only on both tubes and trains. At weekend many Chiltern trains 
are also standing room only from Chalfont & Latimer and in some cases London bound trains are already full upon 
leaving Amersham. Demand for new housing in Little Chalfont would inevitably be partly / mainly taken up by London 
bound commuters and there is simply not the capacity to accommodate this demand. The options to commute from 
Little Chalfont into London are essentially limited to rail in most cases. However the ability to materially increase rail 
capacity from the village are fundamentally & absolutely restricted, making the plans unsupportable from a basic 
infrastructure perspective. Separately the unique situation whereby Metropolitan line services & frequencies are 
dictated by TfL, whilst Chalfont & Latimer is outside the London boundary, provides a nuanced but very real further 
issue. TfL decision-making, being linked to the elected Mayor’s office is inevitably highly politicised and London centric. 
This was evidenced by the abolition of non-peak fast trains from Amersham and Chesham to increase frequencies at 
outer London Metropolitan line stations a few years ago. This has provided further stress on rail services in recent years 
(Met line is c. one hour into C. London and therefore unattractive) and the village remains vulnerable to further 
reductions at the whim of TfL given it is outside the London boundary. Residential development in Little Chalfont would 
inevitably predominantly house London commuters and the TfL angle means further development is a huge risk noting 
the existing rail and tube service is already close to breaking point. 2) Roads & parking capacity. The main road which 
cuts through the centre of the village is already very busy. To be expected given it is an A road, however proximity to 
the M25 and having the rail station increases traffic volumes. There are a number of road related issues which mean 
the proposed development is neither feasible nor safe. (a) The proposed residential developments are far enough away 
from the station and the main parade of shops to mean people would use their cars to access core Little Chalfont 
amenities on a day to day basis. The parade, Nightingales Corner etc will remain the centre of Little Chalfont. This area 
already has insufficient parking provision, with cars queuing every day to access the parade and causing jams on the 
main A road. This would get materially worse. (b) The parade, Little Chalfont Primary School and Dr Challoner’s are all 
on the opposite side of the road to the majority of existing Little Chalfont housing and the station. This means many 

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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hundreds of children have to cross this road on a daily basis. Historically this has been less of an issue as the village has 
developed over the years and the road was much quieter. However the inevitable increase in traffic the proposals 
would cause would increase the vulnerability of these children and inevitably cause gridlock at busy times. We already 
frequently see long tail backs at peak times caused by the pelican and zebra crossings in the village. (c) the plans 
include land designated for employment. I am not aware of high levels of unemployment in Little Chalfont. The village 
is essentially a commuter village as is the surrounding area. Employment opportunities would be filled by people from 
outside the area putting further traffic onto the local roads. The requirements to service these businesses would 
inevitably also drive a large increase in vehicles – possibly further heavy vehicles. This does not make sense in what is a 
residential area and an area of outstanding natural beauty. Why turn a village adjacent to AONB / green belt with no 
obvious employment challenges into an employment zone servicing the needs of people from outside the area? 
3)AONB and greenbelt. The arguments around this will no doubt have been rehearsed many times in other 
submissions. The green belt areas proposed are part of the “lungs” of the densely populated South East. They are 
essential. Taking the train from London it is clear that the areas covered in the proposals are some of the first real 
“countryside” outside London. This is obviously why so many people choose to live in Little Chalfont and commute to 
London. It is enjoyed by locals young and old, and also by people from London and surrounding areas which don’t have 
this asset. Every weekend through the year hundreds of people alight at Chalfont & Latimer and head for the very areas 
which are proposed to be considered for building on. This land is cherished as an invaluable asset by both locals and 
those living many miles away. It is clear that the proposals to consider large scale development in Little Chalfont, 
potentially including areas of green belt and AONB, are not supportable from an infrastructure perspective. The focus 
here has been on only a small number of issues, however there are numerous other reasons why the proposals 
outlined as related to Little Chalfont are not rational. Separately, when the unique beauty of the area is overlaid, 
including the value placed on it by local residents and visitors alike, the proposals look ill thought out and opportunistic 
at best. Whilst the national and regional need for housing is not denied, it is unfathomable how anyone could arrive at 
supporting the specific plans in relation to Little Chalfont. It would cause indescribable damage to an AONB so 
cherished by locals and people much further afield, whilst placing impossible demands on infrastructure with real limits 
to the extent to which this infrastructure can be improved. Given Little Chalfont is the first bit of quality countryside 
upon leaving London in this direction, and so valuable to the region and country – as is clear by the swathes of land 
designated AONB, the common sense strategic solution would seem to be: (1) focus on brownfield sites closer to 
London, and (2) areas in the north of Bucks (i.e Milton Keynes / new towns etc) which can develop their own eco-
system of infrastructure, employment, services etc away from the draw of London. 

Rep3836 Mr Specific Response by Transport for London Chilltern and South Bucks council areas obviously directly about Greater  
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Jorn Peters 
Senior 
Strategic 
Planner 
Greater 
London 
Authority And 
Transport for 
London 

London, so there is inevitably a close Inter relationship between the transport networks. This is particularly true for the 
road and rail networks. TfL's london Underground (lU) Metropolitan line serves the settlements of Little Chalfont, 
Chesham and Amersham. From 2019, the Elizabeth Line (formally Crossrail) will serve Iver and Taplow, with Burnham 
and Langley stations just beyond the boundary. Passengers using Chiltern national rail services into Marylebone use LU 
and Tfl bus services for their onward journeys. Tfl bus services only have a limited penetration into your area (route 331 
serving Denham), but there are non-TfL bus services providing links to the lU network at Uxbridge and Heathrow 
Airport. The M40 and, for southern parts of South Bucks, the M4 are key road corridors serving your area. Both 
motorways run directly into TfL roads (TLRN) - the A40 Western Avenue and A4 Great West Road respectively - and 
orbital routes forming part of both the TLRN and borough Strategic Road Network (SRN) have junctions with these 
roads. Any significant increase in vehicle journeys across the boundary with London will dearly have implications for 
how the TLRN and SRN operates in terms of traffic flow and bus reliability. Due to this close inter-relationship, we 
welcome the opportunity to input into your emerging local plan, as land use policy decisions could directly impact on 
TfL public transport services and roads. Research for the Mayor's Transport Strategy (2010) suggests that there is a 
degree of capacity on the rail network on routes serving your area, particularly following delivery of committed 
schemes - Chiltern services to Oxford and Banbury signalling (being delivered now), re-signalling and new trains on the 
Metropolitan Line (full benefits In early 2020's) and, most pertinently, the Elizabeth line opening in 2019. The Elizabeth 
line will also benefit onward connectivity from Marylebone, through relief of the Bakerloo Line (which itself will see 
new trains and re-signalling later in the 2020's). To make the most of this opportunity, it seems appropriate that the 
locatlonal policies in your local plan should steer and prioritise development, both jobs and homes, towards existing rail 
stations and their catchments (particularly by bike or foot), at an optimised, appropriate density. This would have the 
dual benefit of exploiting the available capacity following these rail upgrades, as well as reducing the likelihood of 
increasing car commuting into London by giving residents and employees a realistic, attractive alternative means of 
travel. This complements policies in the London Plan and is in line with the NPPF. Iver and Taplow and, to a lesser 
extent in your area, Burnham and Langley stations on the Elizabeth Line in particular present a unique opportunity for 
shaping future development policy, as the train services at these stations will be transformed. This would suggest 
further investigation into spatial strategy Option J in particular. You could also consider policies to encourage reduced 
car parking provision, increased car club availability and provision of/funding for improvements in alternative transport 
in developments close to, or along transport corridors to stations, particularly for employment uses, and where there 
are local, walkable services. This will further reduce the risk of increasing traffic congestion on both your road network 
as well as on the TLRN and London borough roads. This would also complement London Plan policies. 

 

Rep3837 Mr These comments are specifically in relation to the proposal to remove greenbelt status form the area of land in Stoke   
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John Warren Poges, the south east corner of parcel 76. With reference to NPPF 12 paragraphs 126 and 129: This land forms part of a 
continuous area linking the Memorial Gardens and St Giles Church to the main part of the village of Stoke Poges. 
Although it is crossed by a road, there is a network of footpaths which link the areas. The only road linking the Church 
and Memorial Gardens to the village, Church Lane, does not (on its boundary with parcel 76) have a pavement for 
access so these footpaths are important. Some visitors to the church and gardens do so via the footpaths and may be 
denied access if the status of the land as greenbelt is lost. This situation is covered by the ARUP recommendations but 
seems to have been overlooked by the council. Regarding NPPF 9 paragraphs 87 & 88 The only reason to remove 
greenbelt status from this land would be to allow it to be developed. Any such development would increase the built 
on area of the village by around a significant amount (15-20%?). By definition, this sort of development would be 
inappropriate for a village the size of Stoke Poges. The land is an important area for recreation in the village. It is the 
largest area of countryside directly accessible by the villagers due to the network of footpaths that cross it. It is 
regularly used by joggers and dog walkers, particularly due to the fact that there are no pavements on parts of the 
adjoining roads (West End Lane, Park Road) and where they exist they are very narrow. 

Rep3838 Miss 
Jane Harrison 
Cushman & 
Wakefield on 
behalf of Mr 
Darren Wood 

We are instructed by the owner of the above dwelling in Stoke Poges to submit representations to the Emerging 
Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036). We agree and support the principle of removing Green Belt land to 
facilitate urban extension to bring forward more development in the area and house building in particular. We 
understand that a review of the Green Belt is appropriate at this time as the boundaries are very long-established and 
have experienced little alteration despite certain areas no longer serving the purposed of Green Belt as set out in the 
NPPF. The five purposes of the Green Belt as established in the NPPF are as follows: - 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; and - to assist in 
urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. The Green Belt Strategic options at 
Farnham and Stoke Poges proposed an urban extension to the South of Stoke Poges. The development of this area 
would involve the loss of countryside which appears to be in agricultural use and merge the settlements of Stoke Poges 
and Stoke Green. An urban extension to the south would also begin to merge Stoke Poges and Stoke Green to Slough, 
contrary to Green Belt policy. We are of the opinion that an urban extension to the east of Stoke Poges (see red area on 
attached map) would be more appropriate. Much of this land has already been developed and, as such, it no longer 
serves the purposed of Green Belt. An extension to the east would not result in the merger of Stoke Poges with another 
town/village and would not encroach on the Countryside any more than that of the existing developed form which has 
been permitted within the Green Belt. We request that the area to the east of Stoke Poges shown in red in the 
attached plan is considered as an appropriate area for an urban extension either at the expense of or as wells as the 
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proposed area to the south as it no longer serves the purposes of the Green Belt. We trust that this representation is 
acceptable and we would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of our representations and keep us informed of 
future stages of the Local Plan preparation. 

Rep3839 Mr 
Huw Phillips 

I have listed below my grave concerns having read the Chiltern and South Bucks Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) 
Incorporating Issues and Options document: Infrastructure The infrastructure in Little Chalfont is inadequate to support 
the current population levels for parking, schools (primary and secondary), medical facilities and roads and not just at 
peak times. Further development in or around the immediate vicinity of Little Chalfont, would adversely affect the 
character of the village. Traffic congestion would significantly increase if significant developments went ahead. The 
train services are currently overwhelmed for commuting into and out of London. It is notable that our residential 
streets including Chessfield Park, are filling up with cars parked by commuters who are unable/unwilling to pay for 
parking in the station car park – which incidentally is completely full by 8.30am. As a resident of Little Chalfont I was 
under the impression that I would have some say in ‘shaping my local community’. How am I permitted to have the 
opportunity to do this (as per the intentions of the ‘Local Plan’)? Our village, in the planning period April 2006-May2014 
has already accommodated 12.4% more zoning in development compared to surrounding areas. There is pressure on 
housing which I accept and the increase in development in Little Chalfont to date has been in-fill and which has 
remained within the boundary of the village. Having said this, however, there has been no increase in infrastructure in-
line to cope. The surrounding lanes (Stony Lane and Bell Lane) are small and difficult to pass. Increased traffic 
congestion would result from either economic or residential development making driving even more hazardous. 
Westwood Park A key recreational asset for our village. This park is a well-used facility enjoyed in all weathers and in all 
seasons by families and sports teams alike – cricket, football, local cubs and scout groups as well as being a venue for 
our Little Chalfont Annual Village Summer Fair. I held the position of Scout Group Leader for many years in Little 
Chalfont and the facilities in the park and adjoining local woods area are a perfect resource that allows cubs and scouts 
to fulfil outdoor activities in safety. In addition, this park sits alongside one of the most beautiful parcels of land 
currently under review, which has a footpath leading directly through to Stony Lane. There is no public footpath on 
Stony Lane itself where passing places exist for vehicles on tight bends and corners. Walking is hazardous on this road 
and traffic is already congested here morning and evening which will inevitably get worse. Sustainability I am very keen 
to see the resulting responses to the environment agency’s consultation regarding the impact on the local rivers - 
Misbourne and Chess. In particular in relation to: - Ecology and biodiversity - Impact on Water Resources - Flood Risk in 
the local area Having completed a dissertation on ‘Flood Risk’ in a local town as part of my final degree at Oxford 
University, I am well versed in the potential for devastation and changes that result both up and down stream when 
development occurs. Green Belt From background reading, the Green Belt in Buckinghamshire was designated in 1954 
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through the Buckinghamshire County Development Plan and the intention was that the land be retained as Green Belt 
and managed and protected as such moving forwards. Definition of Green Belt: “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. Green Belt was intended to be a policy of constraint in specific areas 
whilst encouraging growth in other areas. It is often quoted as being one of the UK’s most successful planning tools.” 
The availability of land for development must be influenced by its current designation and quality. I note that it is 
stated that 88% of Chiltern District Council is designated as Green Belt. Green Belt was originally established to prevent 
the outward sprawl of, in our case, London. Extenuating circumstances do allow for building on Green Belt land but 
general unmet housing need (as in this case) should not, in my view, classify as exceptional circumstances for 
development in Green Belt. It also appears to me that there is confusion in Buckinghamshire as to what constitutes 
Green Belt land and how it should be evaluated. What criteria should be met for land to be designated as Green Belt? If 
land has already been designated as Green Belt in 1954, it is encumbent on those looking after it to maintain and 
enhance it as such. I think that we are duty bound to retain this designation for the future. Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty Not only is the development area under question Green Belt land, but in addition, it is classified as an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). It is with great pride that 72% of the Chiltern District is also an AONB which has a 
level of protection equivalent to National Parks. This must be taken into consideration when putting together local 
plans for development. AONB is a valuable asset to all in the vicinity of Little Chalfont plus the many visitors this area 
attracts on an annual basis. As more development is proposed, so the importance of Green Belt and AONB is increased 
in order to satisfy demand. The development planned – economic and residential – would severely detract from this 
asset and go in direct contrast to the purpose of AONB which is to conserve and enhance the natural surroundings. 
Many species including protected species such as glis glis, bats and badgers live in the areas under question and 
developing this habitat this would undeniably put these at risk. In Summary My comments pertain to all the options put 
forward and I strongly oppose future development of any of the sites earmarked in the consultation. Little Chalfont 
should not be identified as a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’ as it cannot withstand the extra proposed development 
without detrimental effects to all aspects of the village stipulated above. In particular with reference to land behind 
Chessfield Park and land west of Lodge Land and south of the railway, but also including land between Maplefield Lane 
and Snells Lane, land east of Finch Lane and land north and south of the A404 bordering Stony Lane and Church Grove.  
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Rep3840 Dr 
Bob Newell on 
behalf of Mr 
Byron Thorne 
Mr Byron 
Thorne 

My Client is the owner of a major area of developed (redundant), paritally developed and other land directly adacent to 
Slough. The address of the property is: The Park, Wexham Road, Wexham, Buckinghamshire SL2 5QR. O.S. Grid 
Reference: SU9881NW. Easting: 498416. Northing: 181492. Part of this site is developed as an Association Football Club 
Stadium, including buildings, stands, major car parking area, pitch, access and associated developed areas. This has 
remained unused for over 13 years (except for occasional unrelated events at the Clubhouse, and a partial, temporary 
Change of Use of the car park, for Hospital parking). Part of the site is developed as a Golf Range. Part of the site was 
once Allotment Gardens, and currently has no Use, being semi-derelict. I submitted this site, on the above basis, as part 
of the SBDC 2015 Call for Sites. However, it would appear that the Council did not consider it, as it is not mentioned in 
public documents. This apparent lack of consideration by SBDC is most irregular, not least since the previously 
developed part of the site is readily capable of very significant redevelopmnet, given its Green Belt location, by virtue of 
Paragraph 89, final bullet point, of the NPPF. Devcelopment of Mr. Thorne's landholding would preserve the more 
important areas of Green Belt within SBDC's area, and also in Planning terms must take precednece over it in 
devlopment priority, being previously developed land, and land related thereto. As a major previously developed site, 
which is: directly adjacent to a large urban conurbation; connected to it by a long boundary; bounded by development 
on two sides; readily serviced; and with directly adjacent Highways, The Park must take development priority over the 
Green Belt areas indicated in the Consultation and research documents. Further, in PTAL terms it is very well-located, 
and has a positive relationship with the new Crossrail service, being within easy cycling distance, and also wlaking 
distance. PLEASE SEE THE ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS FOR THE FULL CONSULTATION RESPONSE. 1. Response by Mr. 
Byron Thorne (7 pages). 2. PDF ref PD01 - Proposed Site Plan. 3. CGI PDFs: BirdsEye 1; BirdsEye 2; StreetView1; 
StreetView2; StreetView3 4. PDF indicating Slough/South Bucks Boundary. 5.PDF indicating The Park Site Survey Plan . 
6.PDF Indicating Land Registry Title . 

  
 

Rep3841 Mr 
Scott Rowland 

I understand there maybe be need for increased provision of housing stock however in regard to Gerrards Cross 
specific concerns over the sites identified and the impact that the extent of the development on local amenities make 
the Plan as it stand unviable. I set out below answers to the specific questions raised in the Plan. Q1: The HEDNA 
development needs are based on estimations of population growth which is principally driven by migration. Clearly 
these estimates are highly variable as noted in the Atkins report. Hence it is quite feasible that the level of proposed 
development is too extensive before considering additional factors. Further given the detail, nature and complexity of 
the documentation produced to support the Local Plan (the Arup report is not yet been included on the website) the 
time for local interest parties to review is far too short and should be reviewed so that a proper detailed consultation 
process can be undertaken. Q2 I understand that ARUP have commented in depth on the proposed sites and have 
concluded that 4 out of 5 sites are not suitable. The Arup’s report is not included in the document list, but it would 
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suggest there are serious concerns over the choice of sites. This document needs to be released and the points it makes 
reviewed and addressed. Q3 Given the concerns over the existing sites identified (see Q2 above) it would seem 
inappropriate at this point to review additional locations. Q4 I answer this question specifically in regard to Gerrards 
Cross. Local amenity and infrastructure provision in Gerrards Cross is already stretched. Increasing housing provision 
would clearly add to these concerns. Further traffic flows and car parking within the town is at peak time close to 
capacity. Increasing the housing provision would increase the environmental impacts resulting in negative externalities 
for both new and existing residents. Q5. I suspect that the economics of zoning additional land for employment use 
would result in a lack of development. Q6: I believe Parcel 47b and 69 were rejected by Arup - which in itself provides 
reasons for review. I believe Parcel 57a and 57b are located on a flood plain. Q7 Generally I am principally concerned 
with the likely increase in demand that new housing will bring to a fixed level of local services. As we stand those 
services are stretched and the plan does not address these issues. Q8 Councils need to balance the needs of new 
housing with the level of existing services they provide. Q9 As Q8 Q10 as Q8 Q11 The heritage of the local areas is 
interlinked with the countryside and this has been maintained partly as a result of the Green Belt policy. The erosion 
and conversion of Green Belt land to other uses will significantly alter the area and detract from our sense of place and 
community. 

Rep3843 Miss 
Lucy Tobias 

Q1 Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, on the 
draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan 
process? Answer I believe more work should be done on building a relationship and a strategy with Berkshire, 
particularly around alignment of timetables for development an acknowledgement of the different needs of the 
boroughs. I feel significant consideration needs to be given to preserving the green belt land between the boroughs so 
that it the green belt serves it’s purpose. The 5 key purposes of green belt being • 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. A key element to consider here is 
that Slough was originally part of Buckinghamshire and is history is anything to go by Slough/Berkshire would happily 
spread further north taking significant chunks of Buckinghamshire for development and thus destroying key areas of 
green belt, to continue the urban sprawl which Slough begun years ago. Q2 2 Do you have any comments on the draft 
HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional 
sites should be added? Answer: I believe the draft HELAA is missing a significant amount of information and therefore 
cannot comment on additional sites. However some sites such as plots 81 & 88 in Middle Green/George Green and also 
those in Holmer Green all meet the purpose of the green belt so should be removed from the designated list of sites so 
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as to preserve and safeguard the countryside from encroachment and to preserve the setting and special character of 
the villages. Q3 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? Answer: Given the insufficient time to properly research, I am able to offer solutions. 
Q4 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. Answer: Personally I am 
disappointing in the little consideration which has been given to resident’s thoughts with regards to the consultation. I 
find it hard to agree with an approach with limits the consultation period to a matter of days and a council website 
which doesn’t provide information in an easy to access format. I would propose for future communication a more 
substantial amount of time for the consultation. For example 1 month. Bearing in mind many people who are 
responding to this consultation will be providing their contact details, I would be easy for the council to contact these 
people for future consultations as and when proposals are moved forward. The Joint Local Plan’s vision and objectives 
in relation to potentially using green belt land do not have my agreement. Q 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? The council could consider alternative building methods – 
including looking at prefabricated or flatpack homes, building upwards as well as outwards. Q6 Do you have comments 
on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options? Answer Option 
A – The current plan suggests that the principle settlements in South Bucks – Beaconsfield, Gerrards Cross and 
Burnham would have built area extensions in these locations. As mentioned above I feel the council could investigate 
alternative options such as ideas developed in other countries, including building more densely by utilising space 
building taller buildings and investigating alternative options rather than tradition development methods. Option B 
Option C – Amersham – the strategic option for Amersham seems to be quite limited the strategic options shown for 
Amersham seem to be quite limited in scope given that the easternmost part of greenbelt parcel 23a could almost be 
considered as infill. It would seem bolder to create a new road (to create a strong boundary) from the roundabout on 
the A413 north to Amersham & Chiltern RFC, and ‘infill’ the space to the east of the new road. This would provide 
better access North/South to the hospital without any significant encroachment issues. Option D – is my least preferred 
option and I believe the potential of damaging the rural location of these small villages [Middle Green/George Green 
and Holmer Green] to enable the larger adjoining town to expand is significantly damaging to the desirability of living in 
these location as well as affected the wildlife and ecological . The proposed sites Middle Green Sites 1 and 2 – portions 
81 and 88 are disproportionate and extremely large – roughly 8 times the size of George Green/Middle green, meaning 
that the village would not be a village any longer and would become part of urban or build up area which is Slough with 
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no green belt land dividing the two. Iver, Iver Heath and Richings Park The designated areas for development for these 
sites are roughly the same size as each of these villages therefore those areas would no longer have the rural feel which 
I imagine is what attracts residents to those areas. Question 7 Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet 
needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? It is difficult to comment on this point, as far as I have seen, all estimates are based on a 
best guess without any evidence to substantiate true levels of need of housing over the next 20 years. Obviously other 
local infrastructure project will affect the needs – such as the HS2, Crossrail and the potential Heathrow expansion. Q8 
Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? Have the 
council considered alternative building schemes such as building up rather than out especially in developed areas such 
as Burnham and Beaconsfield. Also finding cheaper options such as prefabricated designs which are used extensively in 
Scandinavia and on the continent. Q 9 Do you have any comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, 
Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? I do not have enough knowledge about the needs of this specific group but feel 
the council needs to research adequately to be able to meet the needs of this group. In my opinion making a forced 
requirement for new pitches/plots for large developments would ignore the nature of those developments Q10 How 
do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general and 
affordable needs? I think the local plan can best meet the needs of the elderly by consulting with them in a way 
suitable for their needs, therefore having response forms accessible not solely via the internet but also in written form 
and have a fuller consultation so that elderly residents can voice their views to the council. Q11 Do you have a view on 
the Heritage Strategy for example views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our 
sense of place and community? There are many areas of Q 12 Are you aware of any currently unprotected local 
heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important Locally? I am aware that there is 
a significant amount local heritage assets within south Bucks including many listed buildings such as Langley Park house 
(plus both Gate houses) and the outbuildings/stables around Langley park house, building close to or in a place which 
would be directly infront or behind these sites would reduce the character and appeal of these heritage assets making 
them. This would also apply to building close to St Mary’s Parish Church, Langley Hall/Langley Park school and Old 
Corner House and All Souls Farmhouse. I also believe there is an Archaeological Notification Site within the site 
boundary, and development may lead to loss or damage to this feature and therefore heritage. Q13 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. Both Langley Park and Black Park are areas which house significant amounts of wildlife, 
including many birds, and a healthy population of red kites (protected species). There is also healthy populations of 
dormice, shrews and field voles in these parks, all of which are needed to support a healthy bird of prey populations. 
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Ecological mitigation around the parks is vital to ensure green corridors for animals and for the birds of prey to be able 
to hunt effectively. There is also muntjac population in South Bucks – I know specifically of muntjac in Langley park and 
Black park. Species which rely on hedgerows, and trees in and around the proposed sites in Middle Green may also be 
lost if the site were to be developed. Middle Green 1 & 2 (also referred to as areas 81 and 88) both contain grade 1 and 
grade 3 agricultural land. As I am sure the committee know – grade 1 is classified as THE best and most versatile land 
for agriculture. Therefore development of this site will cause a Loss of this important resource and this fact should be 
considered with much weight before a decision is made on which land to develop. Q14 Do you have any nominations 
for Local Measures? More time to research local measure would be beneficial. I would imagine a local neighbourhood 
plan would be a very good idea. As mentioned there has been very little time to consult with other local residents on 
these local measure. Locally to us in Middle Green/George Green, should development take place in this area 
significant infrastructure development would also need to take place as the existing road networks are unable to deal 
with existing traffic, especially on coronation avenue, Middle Green road and the Uxbridge road, A412. There are also 
no local amenities, no local shops, doctors surgeries in close proximity to the proposed development sites in Middle 
Green/George Green. Q15 Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7. Answer The Design 
Policies (D) could limit bold changes in an urban setting if it restricts development to ‘keeping with the prevailing 
character of the surrounding area’. Provision should be made for a departure from the norm when considering more 
radical approaches to increasing urban density. I’ll be able to comment more on the Green Belt (BG) policies when 
there is more detail (especially the dwelling extensions section) Again, the housing policies (H) offer an opportunity to 
drive a ‘senior communities’ agenda as mentioned above in Question 10. In the Natural Environment (NE) policies I’d 
like to see specific recognition of Red Kite nesting sites. Big support for the veteran trees aspects too! Very interested in 
the policy wording on the Transport Policies (T), especially on the impact from new development, both during 
development and once the development is ‘complete’. Q16 Do you have any comments on the Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? I note that Middle Green (one of the larger 
proposed sites) was not included in the settlement infrastructure capacity study – which makes sense as it is rightly 
considered a tier-4 rural settlement. I also note in point 35 the recurring opportunity/demand to develop a solution for 
elderly care. When looking at the overview of the report, my key takeaway is that infrastructure across the whole 
region is under significant pressure. There needs to be an infrastructure investment plan to address this in advance of 
building new homes and offices. While the CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy) is an attractive and seemingly easy way 
of raising the funds to invest in infrastructure, it is a one-off charge that is necessarily tied to increasing the demand on 
the same infrastructure. I urge the councils to review the sustainability of existing and proposed infrastructure, and to 
ensure there is sufficient ongoing funding to maintain and develop our essential infrastructure. Our roads (namely 
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Middle Green Road, and Coronation Avenue) are particularly shocking and in desperate needs of repair work! Question 
17 Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local 
Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local PLan will need to address? 
Please proactively engage with your stakeholders. A matter of days is not long enough to read and absorb all the great 
material that has been prepared and comment intelligently on it. The extreme short notice on this consultation has 
meant that residents are having to respond while they are still going through the ‘change curve’ and may be in denial 
or anger, rather than able to contribute meaningfully. A resulting challenge the new Joint Local Plan will need to 
address is the suspicion that the councils have something to hide and are not being fully transparent. 

Rep3844 Mr 
Paul Stimpson 
Planning 
Policy Lead 
Officer Slough 
Borough 
Council 

The Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) incorporating Issues and Options was 
considered by the Council’s Planning Committee at its meeting on 18th February when it was resolved: a) That South 
Bucks and Chiltern Councils be thanked for consulting Slough BC on the new Joint Local Plan for South Bucks and 
Chiltern Districts; b) That the Councils should be formally requested to consider the scope in the new Joint Local Plan 
for an urban extension of Slough in the form of a new ‘Garden Suburb’ which will help to meet the housing needs 
within the area; c) That the detailed comments set out in paragraphs 5.21- 5.45 of the report be agreed and forwarded 
to South Bucks and Chiltern Districts together with the information set out on the amendment sheet, in response to the 
Consultation; d) That delegated powers be granted to the Planning Manager to make further detailed comments on the 
technical matters within the consultation document and supporting evidence base; e) That the Council would welcome 
the opportunity to continue to discuss planning matters in accordance with the Duty To Co-operate. I have attached a 
copy of the Committee report for your information together with a copy of the supplementary report which was 
included on the amendment sheet as referred to in resolution c) above. As you will be aware the main thrust of the 
Council’s response to the consultation is that the next stage of the Joint Plan should consider the option of having an 
urban extension of Slough in the form of a new ‘Garden Suburb’ which it considers to be the most sustainable way of 
meeting South Bucks and Chiltern’s housing needs. If the Joint Plan produces a strategy which can provide for these 
needs without having a northern expansion of Slough it is considered that this option should still be considered to meet 
Slough’s needs. As a result it is suggested that South Bucks and Chiltern Councils should develop a comprehensive 
strategic planning option which would consider a major urban expansion of Slough combined with selective growth 
around Taplow and Iver stations. This would complement a similar option which could be developed through the 
review of the Local Plan for Slough of having selective growth points around the other Crossrail stations at Burnham, 
Slough and Iver. 1. Specific Questions on the Consultation 1.1 The Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area and 
Functional Market Areas report by ORS and Atkins (March 2015) concluded that: “whilst accepting that South Bucks 
district is divided and that the final conclusion is inevitably based on a judgement, it is possible to determine a 

Independent  analysis of the 
housing market area functional 
linkages concludes that the 
“best fit” for Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Plan area is with the 
rest of Buckinghamshire. Best fit 
groupings do not change 
functional housing market 
relationships and they will 
continue to be considered 
through the plan making 
process. 
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hierarchy for the best fit – with the first preference being London, the second being Berkshire and the third being with 
the rest of Buckinghamshire. This conclusion is supported by the data on both commuting and migration flows.” 1.2 It 
was recommended that South Bucks should be included in a HMA with Berkshire. 1.3 Building upon this, the Berkshire 
(Including South Bucks) Strategic Housing Market Assessment produced by GL Hearn (February 2016) concluded that 
South Bucks is part of a Housing Market Area with Slough and Windsor & Maidenhead. 1.4 Because the Councils have 
now decided to prepare a single plan that they have asked ORS to reconsider the position and they have concluded that 
South Bucks should be included in a single larger (Central Buckinghamshire) Housing Market Area for pragmatic 
reasons. 1.5 The fact that South Bucks has now been added to the Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area for 
administrative purposes does not change the fact that South Bucks is divided and does not alter the functional 
geographic relationship between Slough and South Bucks. 1.6 Chiltern and South Bucks have made representations to 
Slough’s Regulation 18 Consultation that they would expect Slough to first seek to accommodate any of its unmet 
development within the Berkshire-wide housing market area rather than South Bucks. A change to the groupings within 
the HMAs, which was made for purely administrative reasons, cannot be used to justify changing the way in which 
planning is carried out in the area. 1.7 It is considered that this approach ignores the evidence that there is a strong 
functional relationship between South Bucks and Slough which cannot be ignored because a pragmatic “best fit” 
approach has been adopted for defining HMAs. The ORS report also concluded, “we would emphasise again that this 
“best fit” grouping does not change the actual geography of the functional housing market areas that have been 
identified. In developing their Joint Plan, it will be important for the Councils to consider any decisions about the spatial 
distribution of housing and employment in the context of the functional geographies”. 1.8 As a result Slough Borough 
Council does not agree that there is evidence to show that South Bucks is no longer in the same Housing Market Area 
as Slough. 1.9 The position with regards to determining the Objectively Assessed Housing Need figure is also 
complicated by the pragmatic decision to move South Bucks into the Buckinghamshire HMA. The Berkshire and South 
Bucks SHMAA produced by GL Hearn had a figure of 376 per year for South Bucks. ORS have now recalculated what the 
Objectively Assessed need for South Bucks should be when it is in the Bucks HMA and come up with a slightly lower 
figure of 354.5 per year. Whilst the change is partly due to the new aggregation of data it is also due to ORS making 
different assumptions particularly in the way that the Government’s Household Projections should be discounted. 
Further representations may need to made about this in due course but in the meantime it is considered that the 
housing needs figure provides a pragmatic basis for preparing the Local Plan. 1.10 The Economic Development Needs 
Assessment (EDNA) being prepared for Berkshire by Nathaniel Litchfield identifies South Bucks as being part of a wider 
Functional Economic Market Area which includes Slough (and Windsor and Maidenhead). The EDNA study will not 
include an employment land figure for South Bucks. 1.11 The figure of 15 hectares of new employment land represents 
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the net need is the plan area. This should be used as the starting point for deciding what the target should be for 
planning purposes. It is considered that the evidence that there is far greater need for new employment land in South 
Bucks than Chiltern should be reflected in the distribution of any new allocations within the Joint Plan. Question 2: Do 
you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be 
deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? 2.1 The draft HELAA for South Bucks has been 
published since the Consultation was considered by the Planning Committee. It was considered that the HELAA was 
unlikely to be of strategic importance because it would not include Green Belt Sites. 2.2 The draft HELAA has excluded 
all Green Belt sites that are not on Previously Developed Land. This does not raise any issues provided the next 
iteration of the HELAA does look at Green Belt sites as suggested in paragraph 10 of the document. 2.3 The Council 
would expect all of the sites that it has identified as part of the possible northern expansion of Slough will be 
considered in this version of the HELAA. It is noted that the draft HELAA has been carried out using existing policies. It is 
considered that future versions of the HELAA should test emerging policy options such as increased densities. 2.4 It is 
not clear why the site at Thorney Lane Iver (SB43) has been accepted at this stage for further assessment as a mixed 
use site when it is currently an ongoing employment site. Question 3: Are there any 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? 3.1 No comments 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. 4.1 It appears that the vision will be based upon 
those in the existing Core Strategies and earlier consultation. This was produced before the evidence of much higher 
housing need was available. As a result it is considered that the Vision for the Joint Plan will need to be adjusted to give 
higher priority to meeting local needs with a recognition that it will no longer be possible to protect all of the Green 
Belt. Question 5: What spatial strategy option or options do you think that the councils should consider and what 
should be the priority order? 5.1 Slough Borough Council welcomes the recognition within the consultation document 
that, given the overall levels of need and limited scope for development to meet that need, the Councils consider that 
there are exceptional circumstances which justify a review of the Green Belt and the existing settlement hierarchy. As a 
result they intend to test a number of spatial strategy options. There are 11 options set out in the consultation 
document which include: Option A - Making more efficient use of land within the built up areas; Option C - Extensions 
to the principle settlements of Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peters, Gerrards Cross 
and Burnham; Option D - Extensions to principle settlements outside of the plan area such as Wycombe, Uxbridge, 
Slough and Maidenhead; Option E - Extensions to a wider range of settlements including Farnham Royal; Option J - 
Growth options close to the train stations at Chesham, Great Missenden, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Seer Green, Iver 
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and Taplow Option K - New employment sites 5.2 The fact that South Bucks and Chiltern are considering so many 
options is welcomed. 5.3 There are a number of concerns about how the option development process has taken place 
so far and the way that they have been put forward for public consultation. 5.4 The whole preparation of the plan so 
far has been very inward looking with much of the evidence and analysis being focused upon what is within the Plan 
area, ignoring what is happening outside. 5.5 The fact that South Bucks and Chiltern do not have any major settlements 
means that the plan area is unusually affected by the influence of London, Heathrow and major towns like Slough and 
Wycombe. 5.6 Burnham, which has the second largest concentration of population in South Bucks is actually part of the 
same conurbation as Slough. 60% of the population of South Bucks is within 5 km of Slough. 5.7 Despite this Slough has 
not been included in the settlement hierarchy even though it has a significant influence upon the functioning of the 
plan area. 5.8 It is recognised that the Councils want to speed up the plan making process by identifying Issues and 
Options alongside the initial plan consultation and that they have the benefit of the results of the previous Regulation 
18 consultations on the individual plans. 5.9 The consultation document has, however, taken a further step in the plan 
making process by including sites for public consultation which could form part of some of the options. 5.10 It is not 
clear, however, how it is possible to combine an Issues and Options consultation with a consultation on individual sites. 
5.11 It is also not clear how the public can be expected to comment upon sites in the absence of an understanding of 
what the quantum of development or what the chosen strategy will be. 5.12 The main assessment of the sites is 
presented in the Sustainability Appraisal which is not considered fit for this purpose because it is outdated and only 
provides a limited and partial context for assessing sites. 5.13 There is a concern that by consulting on sites in this way, 
without providing the proper context, people will be more inclined to object to any proposed development. 5.14 It is 
not clear how the sites that have been selected for consultation have been chosen because they do not all appear to 
have come out of the Green Belt Study. It is not clear how they relate to the sites that came forward from the Call for 
Sites exercise which have not been subjected to public consultation. It is also not clear how other sites will now be 
brought forward for public consultation. The part one of the Green Belt Study appears to suggest that only sites that 
have come out of this will be taken forward into the part two study. The HELAA rejects all Green Belt sites but states 
that other Local Plan work may look at some. The Consultation Document states that additional sites can still be 
nominated in writing during the consultation process but it is not clear what will be done with these or how they will be 
consulted upon. 5.15 Paragraph 4.7 of the consultation document states that “given the overall levels of need and 
limited scope for development to meet that need the Councils consider that there are exceptional circumstances to 
review the Green Belt”. The only work that has been carried out so far is a Green Belt review which looks at the extent 
to which sites fulfil a Green Belt function. Whilst this is a useful exercise there needs to be a much wider review of 
Green Belt land, including that which currently fulfils a Green Belt function, in order to consider the best development 
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options. If it is established that there are very special circumstances to justify Green Belt releases then all land should 
be considered without being constrained by Green Belt policy. 5.16 It is considered that the most sustainable pattern of 
development should be identified which meets identified needs in a way which is least harmful to all planning factors 
of which Green Belt is just one. 5.17 It is within this context that Slough Borough Council considers that the preferred 
option would be for a northern expansion of Slough through the construction of a new ‘Garden Suburb’ on land 
adjoining Slough 5.18 It is considered that in order to accommodate the growth pressures originating in South 
Bucks/Chiltern and Slough, the option for the northern expansion of Slough on a comprehensive basis should be 
considered. This is likely to be the most sustainable location for new housing within the plan area because it would be 
located next to the largest conurbation with all of its existing facilities and employment opportunities. The preliminary 
work that has been carried out so far as part of the testing of Option D has not identified where the most accessible 
locations are for new development. As a result a new exercise should be carried out to see how new housing can be 
provided in a more comprehensive and sustainable way north of Slough as part of Option D. 5.19 The proposed 
northern expansion of Slough has been described as a possible “garden suburb” because this would fit in with 
Government policy and appear to be the most appropriate form of development for the area. The development of an 
attractive suburban style area set within the existing mature landscape would also complement the high density 
residential development that is planned for Slough. It would provide for a balanced community and also provide the 
opportunity to provide affordable housing. If planned in a comprehensive way it would also be the most viable and 
efficient way of providing the necessary infrastructure need to support the new housing. 5.20 It will be up to Chiltern 
and South Bucks Councils to decide how the new housing was delivered and it is recognised that the northern 
expansion could take a number of forms. The important thing is to ensure that the principle of development is 
considered as a strategic option. 5.21 In addition further work should be carried out to identify sustainable growth 
options around the future Crossrail stations at Taplow and Iver in accordance with Option J. This would be consistent 
with the proposed changes to the NPPF to encourage development around Commuter Hubs. Question 6: Do you have 
comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/sites that could be part of these options? 6.1 It is 
considered that as part of Option D – a built area extension within Chiltern/South Bucks administrative area on the 
edge of a principle settlement outside of the plan area – all of the sites abutting Slough should be considered for 
development in a comprehensive way. 6.2 Using the numbering system in the Green Belt Assessment of March 2016 
this should include Parcels 80b, 81, 85b, 88, 90, 96 and 99. 6.3 Having identified the need to consider the expansion of 
Slough together with the areas around Taplow and Iver stations Burnham and Richings Park it is suggested that all of 
the sites around these should be considered. Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet 
needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? 7.1 Paragraph 1.9 states that the Joint Plan will establish development needs in both 
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districts. 7.2 Paragraph 2.6 sets out what has been identified in the draft HEDNA as the main development needs so far. 
These are for 7,300 houses (including 1,000 to 2,000 affordable) and 2 hectares of economic land in Chiltern. The 
figures for South Bucks are 7,800 houses (including 1,600 to 2,200 affordable) plus 15 hectares of economic land. 7.3 
Whilst it is recognised in paragraph 2.7 that there will also be other needs, such as for retail, leisure and open space, it 
is stated that these will be tested once the level of housing and employment has been established. 7.4 Paragraph 3.7 
concludes that “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 in the Green Belt. 7.5 Failure 
to meet identified housing and employment needs is therefore identified as a major issue for the Joint Plan. 7.6 This 
has not however been identified in the Sustainability Appraisal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan document of 
January 2016 even though this is intended to help to inform the high level assessment of reasonable alternatives being 
considered as part of the consultation on the plan. Indeed it is assumed that all options will deliver 15,100 houses 
which is clearly not the case. 7.7 In the absence of any substantial evidence it is not possible to properly assess whether 
there will be any unmet need in Chiltern and South Bucks. It can only be assumed from the request that Aylesbury Vale 
should explore the scope for accommodating 7,500 dwellings and supporting employment needs that this is the 
shortfall. It is not clear what assumptions have been made about releasing Green Belt land for development or what 
other policy responses have been considered in coming to the conclusion about unmet need. 7.8 This appears to be pre 
judging what the eventual strategy in the joint plan will be. As a result it is not considered that any definitive 
conclusions can be made about unmet need at this stage of the plan process. 7.9 Any assessment of need and any 
proposals to meet this outside of the Plan area in Aylesbury Vale should also take account of the wider needs in the 
area. 7.10 There is a very high level of need for housing and new employment land in East Berkshire. The Objectively 
Assessed Need for Slough is 927 dwellings per year. The emerging evidence from the EDNA is that a substantial amount 
of additional employment land will be needed. 7.11 Although we do not currently know how much capacity there is to 
meet these needs it is obvious that that there is not sufficient land within the Slough Borough to meet these needs. The 
Council will be considering all of the reasonable alternative strategies in the issues and options stage of the Review of 
the Local Plan for Slough but it is unlikely that even the release of all available Green Belt land combined with a 
significant intensification within the urban area will be capable of meeting the identified need. 7.12 The Council is 
currently carrying out a Housing Capacity Study which will provide a better picture of the extent to which Slough can 
meet its needs in due course. 7.13 In the meantime it is important that adjoining authorities plan to meet their needs in 
full, as close as possible to where these needs arise. Failure to do this will put even more pressure upon the Slough 
housing market. It is particularly important that adjoining authorities meet the need for affordable housing in their area 
in full because failure to do this will mean that even more pressure will be put upon Slough’s private rented sector 
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which is the main source of alternative lower cost accommodation in the sub region. The private rented sector already 
accounts for 25% of the housing in Slough and has limited scope to expand to meet these needs. As a result rents will 
continue to rise making it unaffordable for many Slough residents who will then have to be accommodated in Slough’s 
public housing stock. 7.14 This is why the Slough Borough Council has suggested that there should be a northern 
expansion of Slough in order to provide new housing that is needed to meet the needs arising in the Joint Plan area. 
Although this won’t directly help Slough’s housing needs it would mean that they do not get any worse. 7.15 If, for any 
reason, the housing needs of South Bucks and Chiltern can be met without building a northern expansion of Slough 
then the Council would request that it should be considered in order to meet some of Slough’s needs. This would be 
promoted on the basis that it is the only way in which Slough’s needs could be met in a sustainable way in a location 
that is as close as possible to where the need arises. 7.16 In addition to the new housing being in Slough’s “backyard”, it 
would also be within the same functional and geographic Housing Market Area. Question 8: Do you have comments or 
suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? 8.1 It is not clear from the consultation 
document what type of affordable housing is being proposed in the plan but it is considered that a full range of 
accommodation, including affordable housing for rent, should be provided to meet the identified needs. 8.2 It is 
considered that viability issues relating to the supply of affordable housing can best be overcome by the release of 
Green Belt land on a properly planned basis. If it is necessary to secure a higher amount of affordable housing an 
increased level of market housing should be considered. 8.3 The proposal to meet the unmet need for general housing 
in Aylesbury Vale should not result in insufficient affordable housing being built to meet the needs arising from existing 
residents in South Bucks and Chiltern. Question 9: Do you have comments on the above options to meet the needs of 
Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? 9.1 No comments at this stage. Question 10: How do you think that the 
Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in global and affordable needs? 10.1 The 
plan should provide the authorities with the ability to specify what the appropriate mix of accommodation should be 
on a site by site basis which will meet the needs at the time. Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy? 
11.1 No Comments. Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be 
identified? 12.1 No comments. Question 13: Local Green Space nominations? 13.1 No comments. Question 14: Do you 
have any nominations for Local Measures? 14.1 No comments. Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of 
policies proposed in Appendix 7? 15.1 No comments at this stage. Question 16: Do you have any comments on the 
Settlement /infrastructure Capacity Study? 16.1 The Infrastructure capacity work should also consider settlements such 
as Slough which are on the edge of the plan area and have the ability to expand. 17. SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL 17.1 It 
is understood that the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is an on-going process but there are a number of concerns about 
the way in which it has been carried out so far and the way in which it has been used. 17.2 It is considered that the 
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Sustainability report is not fit for the purpose that it is being used as part of the consultation exercise. The main 
problem is that the SA has not considered one of the main issues facing the plan which is the requirement for more 
housing and employment in the Plan area in order to meet needs. This has come about because the SA Scoping Report, 
which was used to produce the SA Objectives, has not been brought up to date with the evidence that is now available 
about the Objectively Assessed need for housing and the need for more employment Land. This means that the wrong 
decision making criteria has been identified and inappropriate indicators have been used. 17.3 It is considered that the 
SA should be used to inform decision making not as a decision making tool. It focuses upon the environmental issues 
derived from the SEA without balancing this up with the social and economic elements which also form part of a 
Sustainability Appraisal. As a result it only provides part of the picture which is not particularly helpful when it is being 
used as part of a consultation exercise which is meant to be informing the public about the difficult decisions that the 
plan will have to take in trying to meet needs. 17.4 Paragraph 2.6 of the Joint Plan sets out what has been identified in 
the draft HEDNA as the main development needs so far. These are for 7,300 houses (including 1,000 to 2,000 
affordable) and 2 hectares of economic land in Chiltern. The figures for South Bucks are 7,800 houses (including 1,600 
to 2,200 affordable) plus 15 hectares of economic land. 17.5 Whilst it is recognised in paragraph 2.7 that there will also 
be other needs, such as for retail, leisure and open space, it is stated that these will be tested once the level of housing 
and employment has been established. 17.6 Paragraph 3.7 concludes that “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 in the Green Belt. 17.7 Failure to meet identified housing and employment needs is 
therefore identified as a major issue for the Joint Plan. 17.8 This has not, however, been identified in the Sustainability 
Appraisal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan document of January 2016 even though this is intended to help to 
inform the high level assessment of reasonable alternatives being considered as part of the consultation on the plan 
(1.2.1) 17.9 Although paragraph 1.4.5 of the SA recognises that the Reg 18 consultation document includes a housing 
figure of 15,100 to be delivered in the Local Plan period, this has not been fed into the SA. 17.10 At the same time 
paragraph 1.4.5 makes it clear that no alternatives to this figure are being considered. Indeed it is assumed that all 
options will deliver 15,100 houses and so no attempt is made to distinguish between them even though it should be 
clear that some options will deliver more houses than others. 17.11 One of the fundamental flaws of the Sustainability 
Appraisal of January 2016 is that it uses the outdated SA Framework which is set out in Appendix A. The SA Scoping 
Report shows that Objective 10 (Housing) was derived from the 2008 SHMAA. This did not identify the Objectively 
Assessed housing need for 15,100 new dwellings in the Joint Plan area. The Buckinghamshire 2008 SHMAA is no longer 
listed as forming part of the evidence base for the Joint Plan and should not be used for defining SA Objectives. 17.12 
Section 10.1.1 of the SA Scoping Report sets out what it considers to be a summary of planning policy. This states: 
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National and sub - regional objectives for housing include improvements in housing affordability; high quality housing; 
a more stable housing market; improved choice; location of housing supply which supports accessibility and patterns of 
economic development; and an adequate supply of publicly funded housing for those who need it. In addition, new 
homes should meet the government target of zero carbon emissions by 2016. 17.13 Section 10.1.2 states: Local plans 
and strategies focus on the affordability of housing, the quality of housing, access to services, and meeting the housing 
needs of vulnerable people. The housing needs of elderly people, disabled people and gypsies, travellers and travelling 
show people are also considered by relevant policies. 17.14 This completely fails to identify a shortage of housing to 
meet local needs. This explains why the “Decision Making Criteria” in the SA Framework only looks at the mix of 
housing, whether it will provide suitable housing for the elderly and whether it will provide affordable housing. The 
decision making criteria does not look at the amount of housing that will be delivered or whether the identified need 
will be met. 17.15 Objective 10, which deals with housing, is stated as being to “provide affordable, environmentally 
sound and good quality housing for all.” Although this could be interpreted as meeting housing needs in full, the 
“Decision Making Criteria” and “Indicators” used to assess this objective do not reflect this. Q 10a asks whether it will 
“provide a mix of good quality housing, including homes that are suitable for first time buyers” with an indicator of 
“housing mix”. Q 10b asks whether it will “provide housing suitable for the growing elderly population” and the 
indicator for this is “number of extra care homes” and “number of homes meeting Lifetime Homes design criteria”. Q 
10c asks “will it provide decent affordable homes” and the indicator for tis is “the percentage of dwellings delivered as 
affordable housing”. 17.16 None of these assess the quantum of housing to be provided or whether the Objective will 
meet local needs. 17.17 Similar criticism can be made of many of the other Decision Making Criteria and indicators. 
17.18 This shortcoming feeds into the indicators that are chosen which do not have targets and do not measure the 
total amount of housing being provided. All they measure is whether there is a varied housing mix, the percentage of 
affordable dwellings, the number of extra care homes and the number of homes meeting the Lifetime Homes design 
criteria. 17.19 Apart from not assessing how the quantum of development can be delivered, the SA has not properly 
assessed the strategic options for the distribution of development. 17.20 The Introduction to the Sustainability 
Appraisal report of January 2016 states that the purpose of the SA is to concentrate on the high level assessment of 
reasonable alternatives (para.s 1.2.1, 1.4.3, 1.4.4) It is not, however, considered that the SA can be used to assess the 
plan or the sites unless and until it takes account of the requirement to meet development need alongside the 
environmental factors considered in the SEA. 17.21 “Reasonable alternatives” are defined as the different realistic 
options considered by the plan-maker in developing the policies in its plan. They must be sufficiently distinct to 
highlight the different sustainability implications of each so that meaningful comparisons can be made. The alternatives 
must be realistic and deliverable. 17.22 It is not considered that the Local Plan contains all of the reasonable options 
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that could or should be considered in an Issues and Options consultation in that it has not, for example, considered the 
option of having a comprehensive northern expansion of Slough. 17.23 The introduction to the SA states the Council 
are considering the options for 7,500 dwellings (approximately 50% of the OAHN) and associated employment need to 
be delivered at least partially outside an area where the need is geographically arising. Thus although it states that the 
SA has appraised options for delivering the 15,100 homes in Chapter 6 it has not included or assessed this as an option 
or given evidence or assumptions regarding the quantum of development need that could or would need to be 
accommodated on the sites assessed, or therefore if any of the site options will actually deliver the amount of housing 
or employment land that is needed in the Joint Plan. 17.24 There is an assumption in the SA that all of the strategies 
will meet the need but this clearly is not the case. It is, for example, very difficult to see how Option H – which involves 
limited infilling in villages could on its own meet housing need. As a result you would expect this to get a negative score 
in terms of Objective 10 but all of the strategic options are given the same score. 17.25 In addition to concerns about 
the lack of weighting for the Objectives, it is considered that the indicators selected to represent some of the 
Objectives are not very appropriate. This has further distorted the usefulness of the SA process. 17.26 One of the least 
realistic indicators that appears to be used is the proximity of a housing site to a golf course as a measure of whether it 
complies with Objective 11 which deals with health. 17.27 Similarly in assessing accessibility, having an existing 
footpath through the site has no bearing upon whether it will comply with Objective 9 since once the site is developed 
it will have a network of footpath cycleways through it. 17.28 The indicators which measure the distance of facilities 
from the centre of sites discriminates against large sites and large settlements. 17.29 There is no recognition of the 
different size and scale of settlements in terms of the range of existing facilities, services and employment 
opportunities that they can provide. There should be an acknowledgement and weighting given to the fact that a 
housing site next to Slough with a population of 140,000 and 80,000 jobs is likely to be more sustainable than on next 
to a village with no major employment. 17.30 More detailed analysis of the short comings of the Sustainability 
Appraisal with regards to how it has been used in the preparation of the Joint Plan is given below: The requirements of 
SA are set out in PPG, for example para.s 7, 9, 10, 13, 14. Level of detail required by an SA The sustainability appraisal 
should only focus on what is needed to assess the likely significant effects of the Local Plan. It should focus on the 
environmental, economic and social impacts that are likely to be significant. It does not need to be done in any more 
detail, or using more resources, than is considered to be appropriate for the content and level of detail in the Local 
Plan.(para. 9). The scoping stage (Stage A) must identify the scope and level of detail [for the] SA report. It should set 
out the context, objectives and approach of the assessment; and identify relevant environmental, economic and social 
issues and objectives […] A key aim of the scoping procedure is to help ensure the sustainability appraisal process is 
proportionate and relevant to the Local Plan being assessed. A key aim of the scoping procedure is to help ensure the 
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SA process is proportionate and relevant to the Local Plan being assessed (para. 14).” Local Plans – Key Issues (PPG 
para. 2) [Local Plans] should focus on the key issues [and] be aspirational but realistic in what they propose. The Local 
Plan should aim to meet the objectively assessed development and infrastructure needs of the area, including unmet 
needs of neighbouring areas where this is consistent with policies in the National Planning Policy Framework as a 
whole. The SA of the Reg 18 and Issues and Options The current SA appears to have fallen short of assessing the likely 
significant effects of the Local Plan meeting or not meeting the ‘Key Issues’ the Local Plan should address (PPG para.s 1, 
2, 9, 13, 14). It is considered the key issues the consultation is considering are summarised in a) and b) in the box 
following para 1.8 of the consultation document. They are then developed under the sub-headings following: • 
Development needs to 2036 • Development opportunities • Plan vision and objectives • Spatial strategy options • 
Options for meeting development needs outside the plan area (and meeting needs from outside the plan area within 
the plan area. The Scoping Report in its own right appears to have addressed the topics required for the SA and SEA but 
when applied to the Local Plan being assessed the Scoping Stage Stage A, parts 1-4, and as a consequence Stage B parts 
1-5 have failed to provide the relevant and proportionate Economic and Social assessment of the issues being 
consulted on as required of SA as additional to the SEA (e.g. Consultation Document Appendix A). This has led to a 
shortfall and at points inappropriate level of assessment of the Economic and Social implications of the Local Plan 
Regulation 18 and Issues and Options Initial Consultation document, and ultimately potentially flawed conclusions in 
Chapter 8. 1) Chapter 2 - fails to give an assessment methodology for the Keys Issues for the Plan set out above. That 
includes development needs to 2036, Strategic Spatial Options and options for meeting unmet need of related areas. It 
also fails to give a methodology for assessing the needs of GTTS This has resulted in the a) use of the SA framework in 
Appendix A whose objectives, criteria and indicators fail to address the key requirement of the plan including the 
quantum of its development needs (all forms of housing, employment, infrastructure) in the most sustainable way. b) a 
lack of an equivalent pre-mitigation impacts as carried out in Chapters 3 and 4 c) a lack of equivalent post mitigation 
assessment as set out in Chapter 5. 2) Chapter 6 – fails to assess options C,D and E at the equivalent level as the 
remaining options. a. This is inappropriately substituted with a detailed assessment of specific sites, whilst option K is 
assessed at this level and detailed sites are assessed separately (para 6.1.2). b. SA Objectives 4, 9 and 11 therefore fail 
to show the positive assumptions made could also apply variously to options (c) and (d). 3) Detailed errors exist in 
Chapter 5 Post Mitigation Assessments SA Objective 2 Landscape a. Mitigation for noise and land instability are not 
landscape issues (para. 5.2.3) and should be included in pollution prevention (at para. 5.8) b. Mitigation for loss of 
openness of GB being assessed under SA Objective for Landscape. Openness is about preventing coalescence of 
settlements, and the quality of landscape is not relevant. (para. 5.3.4) SA Objective 3 Biodiversity Fails to recognise the 
hierarchy approach in the NPPF para 113 to sites important for biodiversity SA Objective 4 Climate Change c. 
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Consideration 5.5.2 needs an associated mitigation recommendation – ie that gives weight to locating development 
near existing services or provision of new services that reduce the need to travel, or cross reference to 5.10.4. d. Para 
5.5.4 should say ‘ maximising proximity to public transport rather than minimising SA Objective 10 Housing e. 
Consideration 5.11.1 needs an associated mitigation recommendation – i.e. that gives weight to mitigating social, 
economic and environmental impacts of failing to meet the full development needs where it arises. SA Objective 12 
Economy f. Consideration 5.13.1 needs an associated mitigation recommendation – i.e. that gives weight to mitigating 
social, economic and environmental impacts of failing to meet the full development needs where it arises. 18. GREEN 
BELT STUDY 18.1 It is considered that the Green Belt Study has a number of weaknesses within its methodology which 
means that it has not produced meaningful results which can inform the plan making process. 18.2 The purpose of a 
Green Belt Assessment is to provide evidence of how different areas perform against the Green Belt purposes set out in 
national policy. 18.3 The study has however just looked at the four purposes of including land in the Green Belt and 
given them equal weight. Paragraph 79 of the NPPF states that the essential characteristic of Green Belt is its openness 
and it is considered that the greatest weight should be given to this in any assessment. 18.4 It is not considered that 
purpose 1, which is to check the unrestricted sprawl of large urban areas should be given much weight because this 
would discourage urban extensions and encourage development in open countryside which would actually have more 
harm upon the integrity of the Green Belt. 18.5 In assessing sprawl, the methodology assumes that this will occur if it is 
adjacent to the largest settlements in Buckinghamshire one of which is Burnham/Slough. This means that there is an 
inherent bias against expanding large settlements rather than small ones despite the fact that development could be 
much more harmful to the character of the smaller settlements. 18.6 Purpose 3, which is to assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment, uses openness as a proxy countryside which ignores the extent to which the parcel 
actually contains countryside and provides the opportunity for countryside activities. It also fails to take account the 
conclusion in paragraph 4.2.5 that there are: “…extremes of urban and rural found in Buckinghamshire from the semi-
urban fringes of Slough in the south of the County to the relatively unspoilt countryside of the Chilterns”. 18.7 It is also 
hard to see how things like Country Parks and local nature reserves are classed as “semi urban” when they provide 
significant opportunity for countryside pursuits. 18.8 The assessment of Purpose 4, which is to protect the setting of 
historic towns has taken a very narrow view of what is of historic value by limiting to consideration to a small number 
of historic settlements. This further distorts the scoring methodology in the study. 18.9 One of the other problems is 
that because it has to cover such a large geographical area the parcels used in the study are not fine grained enough to 
identify individual sites that do not have much of a Green Belt function. For example Parcel 85b contains Stoke Park 
Historic Park and Garden as well as the former Slough town football club. The later has not been identified as a 
potential development site even though it is a developed site on the edge of a major urban settlement and could be 
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said to perform none of the Green Belt purposes. 18.10 As a result it is not considered that the evaluation and scoring 
system has produced a clear, comprehensive and fully justified conclusions about the performance of each parcel in 
Green Belt terms. 18.11 Part 2 of the study, which is to consider the development potential of land parcels has not yet 
been carried out. There is a concern that this will only look at land parcels that do not perform a Green Belt purpose or 
those that perform least well. 18.12 It is considered that it is premature to be eliminating sites at this stage on the basis 
of a single policy consideration before the preferred Local Plan strategy has been decided. All suitable sites should be 
taken forward for consideration of their development potential so that they can be assessed against a range of 
planning factors. Whilst Green Belt may be important it is not the only consideration, particularly if you have a situation 
where very special circumstances have been established to justify the loss of Green Belt land. 

Rep3845 Mrs 
Diane 
Boghossian 

Nominated site available for development: Greenacres Nursery Purton Lane Farnham Royal Bucks SL2 3LY. 
  

Rep3846 Mr 
Christopher 
Lovegrove City 
& Provincial 
Properties Plc 

Land known as Atkins Farm Land Registry Title: BM261897 I write in reference to the above site and its submission for 
consideration as an allocated development site as part of the Councils' Emerging Local Plan and in conjunction with the 
Green Belt review. I understand that you are scheduled to carry out a Preferred Options Consultation on the Plan in the 
autumn that will draw together the results from the consultation as well as the emerging evidence base. I further 
understand that an important part of this emerging evidence base is the Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment (HELAA) and that in order to update this you will need to have any additional site nominations registered 
and ready for testing, which is scheduled to take place throughout the summer. This letter sets out the extent of the 
land, a brief planning history and broad policy in context relevant to the site, and a proposal which I believe suits the 
context. The site is being promoted on behalf of the sole land owner set out in the attached Nomination Form. The land 
owner and promoter are ready to work with the Council as appropriate to deliver the site. Site Description The site 
comprises a total area of approximately 3.46 Ha (8.57 acres) as seen edged red on the attached plan. The land has 
strong boundaries, is broadly enclosed by development and is under sole ownership, simplifying the process of bringing 
such an opportunity forward for the benefit of the district. The southern boundary of the site abuts Nairdwood Lane 
and the north eastern part of the site abuts residential (Atkins Farm and Barns). The site is under a mile from 
Prestwood Village centre and only 1.5 miles to Great Missenden's shopping Area and Railway Station. Planning History 
The Site has a considerable planning history demonstrating historic permissions for residential and equestrian uses on 
the land. The applications focus predominantly on the main residence land in the north east corner of the site all falling 
under title no BM261987. Emerging Policy On 61h January 2015 Chilterns District Council's Delivery Development Plan 
Document was withdrawn following the Inspectors decision to suspend the 'Examination in Public' due to 'significant 

 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

645 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

shortcomings relating to soundness and concerns over housing requ irement . and in the main, housing land 
allocations'. Criticising the level of housing numbers for the District, the Inspector stated" the Delivery DPD is not in 
accord with the NPPF, most particularly in that it does not seek to meet the objectively assessed needs for market and 
affordable housing", as requ ired in the NPPF para 47. NPPF paragraph 47 states Local Planning Authorities are required 
to "identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide five years' worth of housing 
requirements with an additional 5% to ensure choice and competition. Where there has been a record of persistent 
under delivery of housing LPNs should increase their buffer to 20% to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the 
planned housing supply". Sites should be identified for years 6-10 and where possible years 11-15 of the plan period. 
The emerging Local plan will cover a Plan Period to 2036 which is ten years in addition to the outdated Core Strategy 
figures. Therefore the Council needs to find sufficient land to meet both the unmet need and deliverability of the Core 
Strategy, extra supply fot eh additional decade to 2036 and the NPPF required 5% buffer; together representing 
significant amount of land and homes. To address this shortfall the new Local Plan is to be based on the new housing 
needs figures to identify an appropriate level of sites to meet this need. The Council needs to meet essential 
requirements like providing homes and aspirational needs such as schools, health facilities and specialist 
accommodation for older people. It is argued the land put forward under this submission at Atkins Farm is capable of 
delivering some of these uses as set out in the Proposal section of the letter, justifying removal from the Green Belt. 
National Policy Atkins Farm falls within the Chilterns AONB and the wider designation of Green Belt, the boundary of 
which is historic and based on the previous needs of a smaller population. Other than that the site is not under any 
other specific major planning constraint (such as conservation areas). The NPPF identifies five purposes for Green Belt 
land, only one of which needs to be unfulfilled in the Green Belt Review (para 2.9 of the Local Plan Initial Consultation 
document Jan 2015) to enable the land to be considered for release for other uses: 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 urban 
regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. With regard to the first and primary 
purpose of the Green Belt it is argued that the site does not "check unrestricted sprawl" as it within the curtilage of 
defined boundaries and is bound by built form and road. By definition the development would be limited to that area 
are restricted by the boundaries. The east and west of the site are contained by residential and the south by Nairdwood 
lane. The north of the site is checked by the existing residential build form line. As such it is argued that the site fails 
not just one purposed required for consideration but make a limited contribution to all five purposes of the Green Belt 
and owing to its sustainable and approximate location for housing should be considered for removal from the green 
belt in order to contribute towards the needs of the district. Further to this it is argued that the sites limited 
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contribution to the Green Belt makes it unnecessary to remain permanently open and should reflect its local 
circumstances, rather than remain a minimally used private open space. Accordingly the land should be considered for 
alternative use or allocation and is therefore submitted for consideration for adoption into the Local Plan. The Proposal 
The message from the above policy is that proposals should meet local need and reflect local circumstances/ the site is 
in a sustainable location and close to local amenity and transport nodes. The principal and most productive use of the 
land which has no commercial agricultural value is ideal for mixed and varied residential family units which are 
affordable, eco-friendly, designed to reflect the local housing needs and ambitions of the community for its growing 
population. The 3.46 Ha site or 8.57 acres has the potential to provide in the region of 40 dwellings at 4.66 dwellings 
per acre where it is anticipated the Council will seek to enforce the current Core Strategy Affordable Housing policy 
(CS8) requirement of 40% affordable dwellings, with a mix and tenure that reflects the need of the district. The land 
could also provide: Residential care facilities that could include a minimum of a 60-bed Care home facility (C2 use), and 
a senior living residence (C3 use) for independent living with available care support. This would meet a growing need 
for elderly persons in accordance with the Core Strategy. This letter accompanies the Call for Sites Nomination Form for 
its inclusion in the process. It is our view that it is inappropriate for the site to be considered unsuitable due to its 
current designation but should be assessed on its deliverability, suitability, availability and achievability for housing or 
other uses as set out in NPPF para 159. It is argued that the site meets these criteria. I trust the above and enclosed are 
clear however should you have any queries or questions in relation to the site or require any further information please 
do not hesitate to contact me. 

Rep3847 Mr 
Schmull 
Nathanial 
Lichfield & 
Partners on 
behalf of CALA 
Homes 
(Chiltern) Ltd, 
Hawkstone 
Properties PLC 
and Hall Barn 
Estate 

The IOP includes 17 questions seeking responses on specific issues. We set out below our responses to some of the 
questions either or in full, or, where appropriate, with reference to the relevant part of this document. Whilst we have 
not responded to every question, our client reserves their position to comment on any of these matters in subsequent 
iterations of the emerging development plan. Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and 
functional economic market areas being used, on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work 
planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan process? Please see Section 5 of this document. 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. We consider that the vision should 
go further than the existing Core Strategy visions and past local plan work. The starting point for the vision should be 
the NPPF paragraphs 14 and 157 emphasising inter alia, the presumption in favour of sustainable development and the 
specific requirement that “local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development 
needs of their area” (para 14). The vision should be for the new Local Plan to “plan positively for the development and 
infrastructure required in the area to meet the objectives, principles and policies of this [the] Framework”. It follows 
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that the Plan should make every effort to “identify and then meet the housing, business and other development needs 
of an area, and respond positively to wider opportunities for growth” (para 157). 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? The Council is right to recognise that exceptional 
circumstances exist to warrant a review of the Green Belt (IOP para 4.7). Given the OAN for the Districts (and our 
concerns regarding the robustness of these), it is clear that needs cannot be met without land in the Green Belt. The 
starting point should be to consider what the impacts would be of meeting the full housing, business and other needs, 
in accordance with NPPF para 14. Having regard to the principles of sustainable development, and the acknowledged 
level of OAN, we consider the priority for housing should be Option C (and significant weight to be attached), combined 
with Options D and E. Alongside these options, Options A and B should be explored, although it is considered that these 
would only make a limited contribution to meeting the OAN. This approach would enable the recognised need for 
further housing to be met in the most sustainable locations.In respect of commercial development, like housing, it is 
unlikely one single option would be able to meet the full need. We therefore suggest a combination of Option K i), ii) 
and K v). Option K v) is particularly important as it is market led. The Plan should recognise that employment and 
residential occupiers function very differently. A business will locate at the best location to meet it’s particular needs, 
whereas a householder will not discriminate as thoroughly. Even if an area is allocated for employment and there is a 
demand for floorspace, if the allocation is not in the correct location to meet the market’s needs then it will not be 
taken up. Thus the market should play a key role in the search for future employment locations. Question 6: Do you 
have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options? 
As set out in the Introduction to these representations, they are made on behalf of land at Beaconsfield and should be 
read as a whole in response to this question. Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet 
needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? Please see Section 5 of this document which emphasises: • that unmet need cannot be 
pre-judged in advance of considering responses to the IOP; and • the surrounding authorities are unlikely to have 
capacity to meet the level of unmet need envisaged in the IOP. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would 
like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or 
opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? As identified in Section 4 of these 
representations, despite the IOP stating it seeks views on “what the councils consider to be the key issues” (para 1.8), 
the Councils’ view on what it considers the key issues to be are not identified at any point within the document. As this 
is an ‘Issues and Options’ consultation, the lack of formal identification of key issues is unhelpful and makes it difficult 
for any parties to respond on this matter. Future iterations of the Plan should identify the key issues for the Districts 
which the Plan seeks to address. Having reviewed the IOP and evidence base, we consider the key issues should 
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include: ? ? ? ? ? ? • The need for the Plan to establish the full Objectively Assessed Development Needs for the 
Districts; • The starting point for Local Plans is to meet the full objectively assessed development needs of an area. The 
second key issue is therefore how the Plan will address and meet the full housing and employment needs of the 
District; • The IOP identifies that exceptional circumstances exist to warrant a Green Belt review. The third issue is the 
identification of the locations and extent of land that should be removed from the Green Belt to meet these needs. If 
Chiltern and South Bucks do not address these key issues the JCSBLP is unlikely to be considered sound and will fail to 
plan to meet the needs arising within the Districts and therefore fail to make appropriate provision for the local 
community. These representations taken as a whole respond to this question. [Please see accompanying 
Representation Report which sets out the full response. Also submitted is a Transport Access Appraisal Report.] 

Rep3848 Mr & 
Mrs James and 
Patricia 
Marshall 

these are my husband and my responses to the questions asked concerning the CDC/SBDC joint local plan for housing 
in the Farnhams. Q1 We acknowledge that there a need for more housing in the Chiltern and South Bucks area Q2 the 
sites in Stoke Poges and Farnham Royal were previously rejected by the council.Building on a recreational area should 
not be allowed to happen as it is a valuable resource for the community Q3 Areas more suitable to be considered 
would be land to the east of the Beaconsfield service area. This is near to shops and motorways. We understand that 
the car wash, previously Phil Whittakers car showroom is being considered by McCarthy and Stone for apartments for 
over 55s. This would fill some of the housing needed for older residents wishing to downsize. There is a scrap metal 
yard at Allerds farm in Crown Lane which is an eyesore and I understand that Wyvale Garden centre has applied for 
planning permission to build houses. Q5 We do need a variety of developments. We need recreational facilities, 
affordable house but also employment opportunities for the people who live in the houses. Q6 Green belt south of 
Farnham Royal should be persevered as a buffer from Slough. Slough should not be allowed to encroach on South 
Bucks. There must be plenty of land in Slough for houses. Q8 I can’t imagine that builders will be prepared to build 
affordable housing in the Farnhams despite the need for it. Q10 There is a need for housing for older people in the 
Farnham’s. What we need is smaller houses with 2 or 3 bedrooms so that those of us in bigger houses can downsize 
and release our larger houses for families. We do not need any more 5 bedroomed houses. Q11 We are lucky to have 
Burnham Beeches but open space needs to be protected for all residents. Q13 The Farnhams have little open space 
apart from Burnham Beeches. Temple Dell and Kingsway are small but used for community events such as carols and 
the community orchard. FCSC and Farnham Park are needed to provide playing fields for the community and are used 
for a variety of sports. Q16 There is not the infrastructure to accommodate more houses. The schools are full and it is 
difficult to get a doctors appointment at the local surgery. Q17 This Joint Plan has not been widely circulated, it has 
been up to a few local residents to spread the word. There has not been enough time to respond. It seems almost 
underhand that this has not been publicised widely so that local residents who may be affected by the planned 
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developments do not have time to respond. 

Rep3849 Mrs 
Amanda 
Benachour 

The proposed industrial/employment and housing development areas raise quite a few important concerns which are 
as follows: Insufficient infrastructure within Chesham to cope with the inevitable influx of people and traffic that such 
developments would create, especially given the immense planned scale of both. There would be a highly increased, 
perhaps unmanageable pressure on school places, healthcare providers & transport (local roads & Chesham tube 
especially). The major loss of an invaluable recreational space, which benefits the community of Chesham as a whole, 
would create a negative irrevocable change in neighbourhood character. Neither development is conducive to sitting in 
an 'area of outstanding natural beauty' and the visual impact would be devastating. Loss of wildlife / flora & fauna 
habitat Increased risk of flooding as a result of urbanisation of green belt land. The more tarmac, the less permeable 
spaces, the more rainwater runoff, therefore dangerously increasing the flood risk in an area already prone to flooding. 
Extra pollution being brought into the area by way of higher levels of traffic/people as well as there being an increase in 
noise levels and congestion on the already busy roads in and around Chesham. The Vale Road in particular being 
unsuitable. Both proposed developments would have a massively negative, wholly disruptive, effect on the quality of 
life for Chesham's inhabitants, particularly those within the immediate vicinity. In reality there are enough commutable 
towns within easy reach of Chesham for employment purposes (London, Watford, Hemel to name but a few), arguably 
rendering the industrial/employment area as unnecessary. An alternative industrial/employment solution would be to 
regenerate and concentrate on improving and revitalising the commercial/living spaces that are already present in 
Chesham Town centre. Its improvement would be of great economic and social benefit to the town with little to no 
environmental impact, unlike the proposed industrial/employment & housing development areas. 

  

Rep3851 Ms 
Jill 
Hummerstone 

My response is specifically in reference to the proposed housing development at Blackwell Stubbs (part of Chesham 
Bois Wood), in Amersham, and the adjoining parcels of land included in the development proposal. The area of 
Blackwell Stubbs Wood is an area of ancient woodland managed by the Woodland Trust. It is within an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). An AONB is defined by the National Association of Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty as "an outstanding landscape whose distinctive character and natural beauty are so precious that it is in the 
nation’s interest to safeguard them .designated in recognition of their national importance and to ensure that their 
character and qualities are protected for all to enjoy." (http://www.landscapesforlife.org.uk/ accessed 14th March 
2016) Any works which destroy the character of an AONB must be given extremely high weight in planning decisions. 
This parcel of land in particular is an integral part of the AONB- it is a characteristic historic ancient woodland with high 
value for wildlife and high local amenity value with excellent access for all with a network of paths, some dating back 
centuries. The Woodland Trust describes Blackwell Stubbs in the Management Plan for Chesham Bois Woods which 
includes Blackwell Stubbs woods as being "ancient in origin [in continuous woodland cover since at least 1600AD] .in 
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regular usage . (with) an old woodbank with veteran oaks and beeches" (Chesham Bois Wood Management Plan 2013-
2018 http://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/woodfile/132/management-
plan.pdf?cb=55ecfe71bb3a4162b6ec22caa729ca24 accessed 14th March 2016) The Management Plan highlights the 
importance of ancient woodland thus "Ancient woodland is a limited and irreplaceable resource which is home to more 
species of conservation concern than any other habitat in the UK." Key to this statement, in reference to both areas of 
ancient woodland and to AONBs are the irreplaceable nature of the resource. If the area of, and around, Blackwell 
Stubbs is developed a key part of the landscape will be lost forever. In terms of the historic landscape the woods are 
seen on early ordnance survey maps, with a lane leading through the woods to Ivy House Farm – a public right of way 
which still exists and is well trodden, providing an excellent walk through to the farmland beyond the railway tunnel. 
An old boundary can be seen just prior to the tunnel on the wood side comprising the veteran oaks and beeches. The 
importance of historic features is an important consideration in the planning process. The area is very accessible and 
well used by young and old alike in walks and exploration, and this ready access to green space is increasingly 
acknowledged in policy and decision making as being important to mental and physical well-being. The woodland and 
its surrounds are likely to have other designations of which I am unaware as it is known to be a wildlife rich area, for 
birds, mammals and reptiles; and the diversity of tree species is noted by the Woodland Trust. The meadowland is 
representative of a rapidly decreasing asset, a rich and characteristic feature of the British landscape. The network of 
public footpaths allow the public to readily access, and observe the rich flora and fauna of the area. This irreplaceable 
ancient wood and the surrounding attractive and environmentally rich meadowland have been used by residents and 
visitors for centuries as a route-way, for a rural ramble, for immersion in nature. As a beautiful and ancient green space 
this area is a well-used and well-loved community asset and should be allowed to continue to be so for perpetuity. 

Rep3852 Julia 
Chowings 
Deloitte LLP 
on behalf of 
Aberdeen 
Asset 
Management 

Introduction We write on behalf of our client, Aberdeen Asset Management (hereafter referred to as 'AAM'), in 
response to the Local Plan consulation on the Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire Issues and Options document. AAM 
welcome the opportunity to respond to the Issues and Options stage of the Joint Local Plan, which we believe will 
become a vital document in shaping the strategic priorities and long term vision for the area. AAM has reviewd the 
Issues and Options consulation report in detail and is keen to work with Chiltern and south Bucks Districts to ensure the 
Joint Local Plan supports the delivery of comprehensive socal, econmic and environmental regeneration. We set out 
our comments on the Issues and Options report below. Wyeth Laboratories site, Huntercombe Lane South AAM are the 
owners of the vacant former Wyeth Laboratories site, Huntercombe Lane South, Taplow, which is situated within the 
South Bucks administrative district. The site currently contains a number of office and laboratory buildings. The entirety 
of the site has been vacant since 2009. The site has benefited from an extant planning permission for ts redevelopment 
to provide a art two, part three storey office building since 2011 (11/01119/FUL). This permission was renewed in 2015 
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(ref. 1500803/FUL). The site has been extensively marketed fr employment uses since late 2010, but has generated 
limited interest from potential occupiers and has remained vacant since 2009. In this context, AAM are considering 
alternative uses for the site, including residential. Issues and Options Consulation. The Issues and Options report 
outlines that the Council is seeking to maximise development within the plan area to meet development needs. The 
Issues and Options report outlines that the Buckninghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 
(HEDNA) identifies a development need of 15,100 homes across the plan area by 2036. Of these, 7,800 are required 
within the South Bucks district. The Issues and Options report notes that the Local Plan area has a number of 
constraints (including Green Belt and AONB) which could mean there are nmet needs that cannnot be planned for in 
the Joint Plan. In this contex the report outlines that in comparing development needs (identified in the draft 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA) against potential development supply (draft Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment) 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. Accordingly, a 
Green Belt Assessment is currently being undertaken to identify potential areas/sites to be tested for release. In light of 
the above, AAM suggest that the overarching spatial strategy for the Joint Local Plan needs to be flexible to ensure the 
delivery of development in the area is maximised. In particular, given the various policy and environmental constraints 
that are present across the area, the Local Plan should take a flexible approach to Green Belt land and ensure that 
efficient use is made of Previously Developed sites. We consider the former Wyeth site is considered for release from 
the Green Belt for a range of uses, including residential for the following reasons: - The site has been vacant and 
marketed for employment uses since 2009, but there has been limited interest from potential occupiers. In accordance 
with paragraph 22 of the NPPF which seeks to avoid the long term protection of employment sites where there is no 
reasonable prospect of the site being used for that purpose, the site should be allowed to come forward for alternative 
uses. Furthermore, the recent consultation (December 2015) on the NPPF outlines a directin of travel that the 
Government is considering expecting LPAs to adopt a policy with a clear limit on the length of time that commercial or 
employment land should be protected if unused and there is not significant and compelling evidence of market 
interest. • Given the overall levels of housing need and number of constraints facing the Joint Local Plan area, the 
Council needs to maximise development opportunities on suitable sites. In particular, the Local Plan should ensure that 
efficient use is made of Previously Developed Land, in accordance with the overarching principles of national planning 
policy. The former Wyeth site is currently underutilised and has the potential to meet the area's market and affordable 
housing development needs. • The site represents a sustainable location for residential development, particularly as it 
is previously developed and lies on the edge of an existing settlement. It is well located in relation to existing built 
development and is in close proximity to the strategic road network, public transport links and employment areas. • 
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The site appears to be currently well screened by existing vegetation, and there is therefore potential to ensure any 
new development on the site nestles within the existing landscape to ensure it has a limited visual impact. Deloitte. 
Accordingly, AAM suggest that the site is considered as part of the forthcoming Green Belt Part 2 assessment for 
release from the Green Belt, and also as an appropriate housing site in future call for sites exercises. AAM are grateful 
for the opportunity to comment on the Local Plan process, and would like to be kept informed of the evolving Chiltern 
and South Bucks Local Plan. AAM look forward to commenting on future consultations, and the possibility of appearing 
at the Examination in Public. 

Rep3853 Katie 
Christou David 
Lock 
Associates on 
behalf of Mr 
Neil Beards 
Tarmac 

This representation is made by David Lock Associates on behalf of Tarmac in relation to the Chiltern and South Bucks 
Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) document incorporating Issues and Options. Local adjoining landowners 
have lent their support to this representation, namely the following: -Lidstone Family Trust -Stoke Poges United Charity 
-Ravinda Singh Takhar -Mr and Mrs H. Barnard -Makhan Singh Jabble, Daljeet Kaur Jabble, Rashpal Jabble and 
Manmeet Jabble -Gurdip Singh and Gurcharan Kaur Singh -Old House Court Management Ltd. A land ownership plan is 
attached. Tarmac owns land at All Souls Farm Quarry, which is identified in the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks 
Consultation document as part of an area called Middle Green. Middle Green comprises two major areas of land - for 
the avoidance of doubt the Tarmac owned land is within the north-western sector of Middle Green. It is categorised in 
the consultation document as "Green Belt Strategic Options for Built Area Extensions to Settlements on the Edge of the 
Plan Area". The site at All Souls Farm Quarry is located entirely within the administrative area of South Bucks District 
Council and adjoins the north eastern boundary of Slough Borough and the built-up area of Slough. Tarmac will lead 
promotion of the whole site for development during all stages of the Joint Local Plan process. Tarmac own All Souls 
Farm Quarry, which is required under planning permission to cease current operational use by 30th June 2016, after 
which the whole site will be fully restored. The site currently takes access from Wexham Park Road and is also bounded 
by the A412 Uxbridge Road and Church Lane. It is located between the built up neighbourhoods of Wexham and 
George’s Green. It is contiguous with the built up area of Slough and has the potential to provide a logical and 
sustainable urban extension or new business location on the north eastern edge of Slough. The Tarmac land ownership 
extends to some 48 hectares. Tarmac is undertaking a detailed Feasibility Study of the development potential of All 
Souls Farm Quarry. Sand and gravel extraction at the site has now ceased and final restoration backfilling under license, 
with inert material, is currently being completed alongside mineral recycling operations. This will provide a sound 
development platform which can accommodate any conventional development types and formats. The site is available 
for immediate development and the former sand and gravel extraction operations provide no constraint on 
development. Technical transportation studies confirm that there are suitable access options. The fact that Tarmac 
own the majority of the site confers significant advantages because it simplifies the planning, design and development 
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process. This submission responds directly to the Spatial Strategy Options outlined in the emerging Consultation 
document on the future planned development of Chiltern and South Bucks Districts, and in particular the potential 
allocation of land for development at Middle Green. Question 1 - 'Defintion of Housing and Functional Economic Areas' 
In our view South Bucks is functionally related to Slough and the housing need requirements of the Berkshire 
authorities. This is how the Housing Market Areas (HMAs) were orginally defined. South Bucks is now joined with 
Chiltern for reasons of administrative convenience rather than functional geography because the two authoiries have 
decided to prepare a single plan. The functional relationships between South Bucks and Slough remain unaltered. 
Indeed the economic success of Slough, to be further stimulated by its location on Crossrail, will only serve to reinforce 
this realtionship and interdependency. We note and stress the comment in the ORS Report 'Housing Market Areas and 
Functional Economic Market Areas in Buckinghamshire and the Surrounding Areas' (2015), that "we would emphasise 
again that this best fit grouping does not change the actual geography of the functional housing market areas that have 
been identified. In developing their Joint Plan, it will be important for the Councils to consider any decisions about the 
spatial distribution of housing and employment in the context of the functional geographies". All local authorities in the 
area need to adopt a progressive approach towards its "Duty to Co-operate" and put forward pragmatic solutions to 
the location of new housing areas. Question 2 - 'HELAA' The site assessment does not include Green Belt sites. 
Therefore, it is of limted relevance to any strategic discussion of large and strategic development allocations. Question 
4 - Vision There must a clear recogonition that land will need to be taken out of the Green Belt if development land 
requirements are to be met. The Local Plan may be found unsound if this is not addressed and made explicit. Question 
5 - 'Spatial Strategy Options' Tarmac is supportive of Spatial Strategy Option D for South Bucks which provides for built 
area extension(s) on the edge of the settlement of Slough. The town is almost entirely built-up and the Borough is 
unlikely to be able to accommodate a significant proportion of its emerging housing requirements within its 
boundaries. It is, in effect, fully developed with very limited remaining areas remaining for future development. Slough 
has a clear functional, economic and spatial relationship with the southern part of the Chiltern and South Bucks plan 
area. The reality of the economic and geographic context established a clear relationship with neighbouring authorities. 
The effective operation of the Duty to Co-operate is vital if the housing and other development needs of South Bucks, 
Chiltern and Slough are to be properly met. It is an adjacent authority where there is suitable potential land that could 
be brought forward on its built edge. Question 6 - 'Site Options for Spatial Strategy Options' As identified above, 
Tarmac are supportive of Spatial Strategy Option D and as landowner at All Souls Farm Quarry which is identified as 
part of Middle Green - and categorised as "Green Belt Strategic Options for Built Area Extensions to Settlements on the 
Edge of the Plan Area", and as landowner Tarmac will actively promote the site for development during all stages of the 
Joint Local Plan process. The All Souls Farm Quarry site is assessed as part of the Chiltern and South Bucks Green Belt 
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Assessment Part 1 (January 2016), within 'area' 81. The assessment concludes that Green Belt for area 81 performs 
moderately (scoring 3 out of 5) in relation to the Green Belt purpose of checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-
up areas. The assessment considers that the Green Belt for area 81 performs moderately (scoring 3 out of 5) in assisting 
in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. However, it is considered that future development of the All Souls 
Farm Quarry site could be achieved as part of the strategic extension of Slough's built-up area at Middle Green. It 
would also enable the recycling of damaged land that has been quarried. Defined physical barriers would be provided 
by Wexham Park Lane to the north, and the A412 to the east. Area 81 does not meet the purpose of the Green Belt in 
preserving the setting and special character of historic towns, as this area does not abut an identified historic 
settlement. Question 12 - 'Meeting local affordable housing need' It is considered that the Joint Plan should include 
positive policy on the provision of housing which includes the provision of affordable housing. Question 20 - 
'Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL' In our view South Bucks is functionally 
related to Slough by virtue of the functional geography, and the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study and 
requirements for infrastructure should consider how it relates to adjoining built-up areas. At present the Joint Plan 
appears to ignore what is across the administrative boundaries. Illustrative Concept Plan An illustrative Concept Plan 
has been prepared to demonstrate both the deliverability and capacity of the site for residential-led development. This 
is attached. The Concept Master Plan shows one way in which the site features might be interpreted, as a framework 
for future development to be brought forward. Points of achievable and deliverable access into the site have been 
identified, as confirmed by technical transportation studies. The Concept Master Plan includes land within Tarmac's 
ownership, and land held by adjoining landowners who have given their support in principle for the promotion of 
development of the north-western sector of Middle Green. 

Rep3854 Mr 
James Purr 

Question 8 I am against question 8 regarding building on the greenbelt land in little chalfont. I think it is not necessary 
as you could spend your money on the small necessary things then jumping into the bigger future. When there is still 
litter and conflict between the neighbourhoods. My friends' little siblings couldn't get into the little chalfont primary 
school because of over crowding. Also the greenbelt land is seen as a landmark between the environment and society, 
it has sentimental value and great natural beauty you can't replace. Question 17 I am against building 1000 house on 
the cow fields and further beyond, because it will just add more crowd and traffic and could cease sport clubs, like 
football or the infamous cricket ground at westwood park. it also would repel children form the park. NO TO THE 
PROPOSALS!!!!! 

  

Rep3855 Mrs 
Loan Blewett 

Question 1: I am a resident of the borders of Gerrards Cross and Stoke Poges and only heard about this consultation 
paper on Friday 11 March. I feel that this has not been publicized widely enough and feels like a rushed job. The 
documents are very complicated and difficult to read for a lay person which makes the whole response process more 
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difficult. Question 2: There seems to be a missing map for Gerrards Cross. There needs to be a more comprehensive 
projected plan in terms of extra parking, schools, amenities, community offerings such as doctors surgeries and leisure 
facilities to accommodate the increased projected number of families and homes in the local area. Question 17: A 
greater awareness campaign over the whole matter. Better communication channels overall to the wider community. 

Rep3856 Mrs 
Susan Kinsey 

l am writing to object, to the proposed Local Plan Consultation document In my view, these proposals will: a) Result in 
the destruction of the rural community of Little Chalfont, which will in effect be nearly doubled in size. B) Erode the 
Green Belt. The Green Belt was created as a constraint against building. Building houses does not justify the use of 
Green Belt land. C) Destroy areas of wildlife as some of the land is designated as ANOB. D) The construction of vast new 
housing estates will put excessive pressure on an already buckling local infrastructure notably schools, traffic, 
water/sewage supply, medical services and electricity supply etc etc. Why are such large areas being proposed? We all 
know that we need more housing, but surely a better solution would be to build many smaller developments spread 
throughout the district It was have far less impact on just one 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.  

Rep3857 Mrs 
Corinne Foster 

I would like to object to the development of green belt land and the impact on local infrastructure.  The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep3858 Mrs 
Patricia Hayne 

As a long-term resident of Chalfont St Peter, I consider the development proposals for three areas in the 2016-36 plan 
unacceptable on numerous grounds. In addition to the potential environmental impact of development on any one of 
these sites, each would have negative implications in terms of social structure – including educational provision - and 
overall sustainability. To take the sites in turn: 1. Mill Meadow (1) provides sports facilities not just for Chalfont St Peter 
Academy, which relies on them for physical education provision, but for the community as a whole. It is also important 
for its nature reserve, (relatively new) wood and recreational walks along the Misbourne River. And this last adds a 
further point: Mill Meadow is on a floodplain, with attendant risk of flooding, particularly in the context of our 
increasingly unstable weather patterns. 2. Land to the northeast of the village, around the Epilepsy Society (2), is 
already the subject of major development, and any further development of this area would be disproportionate in the 
context of the village as a whole. With no transport links, and narrow roads, it remains inaccessible to most people 
without a car, thus risking increased congestion, and flying in the face of sustainability goals. The area’s status within 
the Green Belt is irrefutable, creating a buffer between Chalfont St Peter, Horn Hill and Chalfont St Giles, and allowing 
each to retain their own identity. The loss of facilities for outdoor sport and recreation would encroach further on the 
lives of Chalfont St Peter residents, and be detrimental to those who rely on these facilities for employment. 3. To 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.   
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east of the village, the area around the Scout Camp (3) presents similar access issues the Epilepsy Society site, above. 
This environment currently has low levels of traffic along the narrow lane to and from Denham, and is thus both 
relatively clean and safe for the thousands of youngsters who benefit from facilities at the adjacent Scout Camp every 
year. It is also subject to very low levels of light pollution. The potential for additional traffic presents a significant risk 
on environmental and road safety grounds to the health and wellbeing of those sleeping under canvas and to their safe 
enjoyment of the camp’s facilities. 4. East of the A413, the land identified for industrial development is protected 
within both the Green Belt and the Colne Valley Park. Development here would threaten the integrity of the adjoining 
communities, and would pollute the environment both visually and in terms of energy emissions. 

Rep3859 Mrs 
Audrey Walker 

Having enjoyed the beauty of this area for 60 years I am horrified to hear of this plan. We moved from London to bring 
up our children in the countryside. Long may it remain exactly as it is. 

  

Rep3860 Mr 
Beverley 
Travess 

It is important to maintain a green belt between Slough and Stoke Poges, so I object to the lifting of green belt status 
from the area between Grays Park Road, Rogers Lane, Elizabeth Way , West End Lane and Park Road. However, it would 
be possible to provide some residential development within Bayer Court house itself, while maintaining the 
surrounding grounds as a green belt buffer between Stoke Poges and Farnham Common. Plough Lane recreation 
ground is another possibility for release from green belt status. 

  

Rep3861 Miss 
Imogen 
Fitzpatrick 

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. 

  

Rep3862 Mrs 
Camilla Philip 

I am writing in response to the proposals to release green belt land for potential development. Our family home backs 
on to one of the proposed areas. The reason we fell in love with the village was due to the balance. On the one hand 
we are part of the London Underground network but on the other we have access to beautiful countryside and nature. 
The balance is good. We regularly see deer, pheasants, rabbits and all manner of birds including woodpeckers in the 
ground surrounding our home and I think it's beautiful to see nature so happy and comfortable around us. It concerns 
me that our village has already grown 12.4% in the last 8 years. I have seen a huge difference in traffic congestion since 
I moved here in 2008. The local shops are heaving under the pressure of the growing community and parking there has 
become a problem. The school is oversubscribed and often people living less than a mile from the school are not 
securing places for their children in the village school. A village must be balanced and everyone needs to live in 
harmony and happiness. People don't live in a village to have a stressful life. Life should be of a relaxed and calm nature 
and the village has taken more than it's fair share of the growth quota. Neighbouring towns such as Amersham and 
Chesham are much more able to take the strain….they are after all towns and they have after all taken just 5% and 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.   
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of the growth quota so far. We must be careful however to keep the boundaries between these settlements. They 
must not sprawl into each other or the character of each individual settlement is lost. When you opt to live in a town 
you opt to have a certain number of people and a certain busy world around you. This is not what you opt in to when 
you choose village life. Snells Lane is a private road. A very skinny country road at that. Already Linfields on the 
approach to Snells Lane is taken over with cars parked for the station and local businesses. This has caused lots of 
problems on the roads. Myself and others have had knocks in our cars, or near accidents. It is quite simply too much. 
There is no scope for more houses to have access from these already over crowded side roads. I am VERY disturbed to 
hear that you are also thinking of taking Westwood Park. A place where the children can go to play football, meet their 
friends, stretch their legs and exercise. Doing this would also contradict Chiltern Council's Strategy for Open Spaces and 
Recreational Areas document. Do we want to bring into the world a generation of children with no where to play, no 
space to run and a horrible overbuilt sprawl that takes away every aspect of nature and beauty before us? I think not. 
Save Little Chalfont from becoming a horrible LARGE Chalfont. Allowing it to grow more would cause it to be devoid of 
character and nature full of stressed people who can no longer have access to basic needs such as schools, doctors, 
parking, green space and nature. Can't you see - you'd be ripping the very heart out of the village. You'd be destroying 
it. I for one would not want to be a part of that. Please save Little Chalfont. 

Rep3863 Ms 
Renita Shwili 

Rather than repeat the comments that have been so succinctly put together by the Iver Heath Residents Association 
with which I totally agree, I would add the following: - I have lived in Iver Heath for almost 30 years. during this time the 
level of traffic has grown significantly. This includes not only cars but the large volume of HGVs related to infrastructure 
projects as well as the ongoing development of Pinewood Studios. Traffic, noise and air polution issues need to be 
assessed and addressed before further inevitable deterioration from development. - My experience is that over the last 
12 months, grass verges have become increasingly saturated and water levels in ditches so high as they spill over into 
the road after relatively light rainfalls - the road from Iver Heath to Fulmer being a good case in point. The fact that this 
has occurred since the large amount of tarmac laid by Pinewood Studios linked with their development, cannot be pure 
coincidence. This also needs to be addressed prior to any consideration of further development. This village is already 
under significant threat and, having read a large proportion of the plan and documents, I believe that "evidence" as 
quoted by SBDC is weak at this stage. 

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

Rep3864 Mrs 
Christine 
Fitzpatrick 

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. 
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Rep3866 Mrs 
Frances 
Cameron-
Wilson 

What a ridiculous plan this is! 1. The area should retain its Green Belt status. It is an area of outstanding natural beauty, 
and many forms of wildlife (including some species such as bats that are protected) rely on this area. 2. The 
infrastructure of the area is entirely unsuitable for such a major plan. The roads, schools, rail links, restaurants, shops 
would simply be unable to 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. 

Rep3867 Mrs 
Darinka 
Bradley 

Firstly I would like to say how disappointed I am in the lack of information that seems to have been made to the local 
population with regard to the consultation process for the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014 – 2036). I only 
became aware of it by neighbourly communication on the day prior to the meeting at the Iver Village hall on the 24th 
Feb. I have recently receieved my council tax summary of costs , by post, and my green wheely bin renewal cost 
information, by post, but do not seem to have received any post regarding this major plan !. It is almost impossible for 
me to express my despair at the information that was given to us at the meeting and that I have found subsequently 
online. Our village (Iver Heath) and others close by are under a severe and constant attack from major projects that are 
ongoing in the area. Trying to travel from village to village or beyond, during peak hours is becoming almost impossible 
due to the weight of commuter and industrial traffic. If there were a local emergency it would be difficult for the 
services to reach certain parts of the village in an expeditious manner during these times. Having looked at the maps 
that have been presented with the local plan, I am alarmed at the amount of green open space that appears to have 
been earmarked for consideration under the development criteria. In Iver Heath we are already suffering the loss of 
approximately 100 acres of green belt to the Pinewood Studios development, which not only deprives us of a rural 
outlook in that area and overshadows the surrounding areas with massive studio blocks, but is also contributing to a 
large extent to the dergredation of the environment in the local area. It is impossible to say to what level our air quality 
has dropped, but it seems obvious that if you have and increase in traffic (primarily HGV) due to this and other projects, 
the air quality will certainly not be improving. This is one aspect, but of course there is also the noise, mess and debris 
left on roads and roadside. More than ever, this village (Iver Heath) needs support to help it retain those open green 
spaces that are currently available to the community to enjoy. To the south east of the Pinewood Studio site is Iver 
Heath fields. I like to spend time with my family in those fields, walking, dog training, cycling, jogging and generally 
rambling around the hedgerows where the children can, and do, see different animals and birds in their natural habitat, 
that they would not have the opportunity to were it not for open spaces such as this. It is paramount that Iver Heath 
fields are preserved as, not only is it a well visited open space but, along with other areas of green belt, it provides part 
of a necessary buffer to limit urban sprawl. In order to protect the identity and heritage and the very essence of what a 
rural village is, I would like to see support from the local councils (parish and district) to enhance those areas that 
define, in part, our villages and to protect us from imposed developments based on unfounded requirements which 

 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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have been decided upon without balance or recognition of the challenging situation that Iver and Iver Heath are 
currently having to deal with. With regard to the major projects which are ongoing and affect Iver, Iver Heath and the 
surrounding villages, there has been NO consultation with regard to infrastructure improvements that may assist in re-
establishing the quality of life that local residents were afforded before these projects began (and there are other 
projects in the pipeline – M4 and HS2). It appears that we are blighted from all sides with unending pressure upon our 
roads, degrading of the environment with all manner of increased pollution, and destruction of our open spaces and 
questionable use of our green belt. What we need is support, understanding and recognition of infrastructure 
improvements to realign our present need. In the parlance of the plan, when looking to meet development targets in 
the district , I feel that the loss of approximately 100 acres of green belt to the Pinewood Studios project must surely be 
recognised as a major deliverable. Please . remove Iver Village and its surrounding green space from consideration for 
any further development under the plan.  

Rep3868 Mr 
Matthew 
Norways 

In response to the proposed re-zoning of potential development sites in Little Chalfont, I strongly object to the 
proposals. I almost all cases, this would involve a severe impact, both aesthetically and environmentally and in some 
examples infringing upon what I understand are existing designated Areas of Natural Beauty. Equally importantly, the 
infrastructure of the village of Little Chalfont is already struggling to cope with traffic and parking volumes so it is hard 
to see how such large developments could be accommodated as there are few obvious ways to alleviate this. 

 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.  

Rep3869 Mr 
John Pocock 

1. GREEN BELT PARCEL OF LAND 47B Regarding the proposed area of development west of Gerrards Cross between he 
A40 and Bull Lane; The A40 is a very busy trunk road and additionally so when used as a motorway diversionary route. 
It is not practicable to have even more traffic from a large housing development join this road. Bull Lane is a narrow 
twisting road, which is particularly congested during the rush hours and school start and finished time and the Tennis 
Club. Add to that the traffic using the Lane trying to avoid the congestion in the centre of Gerrards Cross caused by the 
traffic lights outside Tesco and at the junction of Station Road. It is not only used by cars, but by lorries. At the busiest 
times emergency vehicles would have difficulty traveling along the Lane. There is no prospect of Bull Lane being 
widened due to the density of houses along its length, meaning any addition traffic generated by the development 
would have use/access the A40 at new junctions. I would also suggest that the topography of the site which is used as 
farm land and has been for many years, is not suitable for housing development. To develop this area would create an 
urban sprawl, destroy the Green Belt and merge start to Gerard’s Cross into Beaconsfield. This site was rejected by 
Experts – Arup. 2. GREEN BELT PARCEL OF LAND 57B This is an area within the Flood Plain of thrive Misbourne. What 
risk assessment has been carried out in respect of flooding? Gerrards Cross is a residential/commuter town. Local 
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employment tends to be in Offices outside the district or home based: indeed there has been a tendency to demolish 
office buildings and some larger properties in Gerrards Cross and for them to be replaced by flats. Some office blocks 
which have stood empty for some time have also been converted into flats. This suggests that there is limited 
requirement for office space in the Town. Similarly this is not an area known for light or heavy industry. The A413 is a 
fast dangerous road. If industrial development went ahead, what consideration has been given to the extra traffic that 
will be generated? Again this site was rejected by Experts – Arup. 3. GREEN BELT PARCEL OF LAND 69 This parcel of land 
provides a buffer zone between Fulmer Drive, Gerrards Cross and the M40 Motorway. It provides separation between 
Fulmer and Gerrards Cross preventing urban sprawl. Again this site was rejected by Experts – Arup 

Rep3870 Mr 
Alexander 
Glonek 

Question 1: I understand the rationale of the plan and appreciate the need to accommodate additional housing an 
economic activity in the area. Question 2: While it makes sense to carry forward sites previously accepted, I am 
bemused that sites previously rejected are also includes and that representations made during earlier consultations will 
not be considered. Question 3: The Farnham Common Village carpark, could be developed with either upper level 
parking and lower level business / residential use or vice versa. However, it is worth mentioning that as the population 
grows, demand for parking will also increase so there should be an increase in overall numbers. Question 4: The Joint 
Local Plan makes sense, however, I would not like to see this be a top down issue. Each area has and should (be 
allowed) retain it's own identity, which means taking into account it's unique circumstances. Question 5: As mentioned 
above each area has it's own character and that is a large part of what makes them desirable. This should be fostered 
and built upon. There is certainly more scope for increased housing density with in the Farnhams BUT ALSO there 
should be a mix of residential, commercial and retail development, the village feel disappears and it becomes nothing 
more than a suburb. I am concerned about the 'sabre rattling' we hear from SBC, and I think it is important that a clear 
delineation between SBC and SBDC is maintained and indeed strengthened. Preservation of the Farnham Royal Playing 
Fields plays a crucial part in retaining the independence and identify of the Farnhams from neighbouring Slough as well 
as offering valuable civic amenity. As a side note this is the site of one of the VERY FEW public children's play grounds in 
the areas. Question 6: While there is potential for development of both fields immediately south of Elm Close, and the 
private playing fields west of the A355 I am concerned that this already overloaded road will be put under more stress 
if there is significant development. As mentioned previously, the Village Car Park could also be targeted for some 
development. Question 7: I understand from public meetings that the total need is likely to be met via co-operation 
with Aylesbury and I am supportive of this approach. Having said that, it makes no sense to me that we can seriously 
provide any capacity to SBC when we are relying on Aylesbury to fulfill our requirements. Part of what makes us 
attractive is that we have rightly defended and maintained our Green Belt, SBC has chosen a different route with 
extensive commercial and retail development at the cost of residential and civic amenity. Question 8: I understand that 
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SBDC has forgone CIL payments from developers. A change in policy here could help the council provide, subsidise 
affordable housing, as well as other important infrastructure that would arise as a consequence of increased 
development. Question 9: I have no comment to make on this aspect of the plan. Question 10: Any development 
specifically for elderly residents needs to be close to the heart of the village. As such the only plausible locations would 
be the Village Car Park and the site currently disposed of as a Car Wash. I believe there is already an application in place 
for such development, and consequently feel adequate consideration has been made. Questions 11: The amount of 
open space in the Farnhams is currently appropriate for the character of the area. Any impact to the border of Farnham 
Park, the Beeches or indeed any other open space (e.g the Dell on Templewood Lane) would be detrimental to the 
identity and character of the Farnhams. Question 12: I have no comment to make in response to this question. 
Question 13: Please see comments from question 11 above. Furthermore I would reiterate that there are very few play 
or recreation grounds for families in the Farnhams. The current areas (the Beeches, the Dell, the Green in FC, Farnham 
Park Playing Fields, Farnham Common Sports Club and the Pump) MUST BE RETAINED AND MAINTAINED for the Civic 
Amenity they provide. Question 14: As previously mentioned I am concerned by the volume of traffic on the A355 and 
more generally the state of (dis)repair of the roads in our area. Question 15: There seems to be little or no account of 
the increased demand on infrastructure that proposed development would have. For example, the schools are already 
highly subscribed and yet there appears to be no recognition of this. I am also concerned by suburbanisation of 
Farnham Common and feel a good balance of commercial and residential development in the heart of the village would 
support the existing retail offering and (which will have seen a reduction in day time spending with removal of office 
space) as well as reinforce the vibrant village feel that it has. Question 16: Please see earlier comments in response to 
Questions 8, 14, and 15. Question 17: I think there needs to be stronger emphasis on retaining the character and 
identity of each area impacted. If green space makes as what we are let's not throw it away. If heritage makes us what 
we are, let's not bulldoze every instance of it for new build. If houses with individuality contribute to out identity, let's 
not replace them all with 'identikit' housing constructed from a pick list of components. I also support a better mix of 
development rather than a sea of "executive residences" and offices converted to flats. A general observation is that 
communication with the community has been poor. It made me think of some dialogue written by the late Douglas 
Adams: "But the plans were on display…” “On display? I eventually had to go down to the cellar to find them.” “That’s 
the display department.” “With a flashlight.” “Ah, well, the lights had probably gone.” “So had the stairs.” “But look, 
you found the notice, didn’t you?” “Yes,” said Arthur, “yes I did. It was on display in the bottom of a locked filing 
cabinet stuck in a disused lavatory with a sign on the door saying ‘Beware of the Leopard.” The communication has 
made me (and others) feel like someone is trying to "pull a swifty" - well we did consult with you but there was not 
much engagement. We had an 8 week consultation window, but the first meeting in the Farnhams was more than half 
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way into this period. With the noise coming from SBC, the councils need to be more vocal in their support of us, as well 
as inform us and invigorate us to defend our borders and identity. 

Rep3871 Miss 
Kelly Norways 

Land to the east of Stony Lane and Lodge Lane, towards Chenies for employment use. I would like to lodge an objection 
to this development. I am in my last year of school at Dr Challoners High School and the village of Little Chalfont is 
currently overwhelmed numerous times of day with traffic. I do not believe it can support further business offices, and 
object very strongly for this to be done on green belt in an area of natural beauty. Land to the west of Stony Lane and 
to the rear of Chessfield Park (up to Westwood Park) for housing. This area includes a wood which is full of bluebells 
which would be lost if you develop on it. These sites are important for the next generation and I object to you taking 
green belt for this development. Please use brownfield sites before you start using green belt for 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. 

 

Rep3872 Mrs 
Monica Purr 

Question 8 I am strongly against the release of green belt land. I am NOT happy for green belt land to be used to build 
yet more houses and industrial buildings. We live in an area of outstanding beauty and nature and I am STRONGLY 
against building on the GREEN BELT!!!! Doing so will create more traffic and destroy natural habitats for birds, deer etc. 
I always assumed that being Green Belt, it was a given that it would always remain that way. Destroying this land will 
change the whole face of Little Chalfont which must NOT happen to the degree being suggested!! Question 17 I am 
outraged and dismayed that yet more chunks of land will be used for yet more houses, but no plans for an extra doctor 
surgery or another school. Where will all these people go?? Why should current residents of Little Chalfont have to 
suffer with an overloaded surgery and school. Its already nearly impossible to get a doctor appointment and as far as 
getting your child into Little Chalfont Primary School, practically impossible due to over subscription. Both my children 
started school life in Amersham even though we live in Little Chalfont due to over subscription!!! Residents will suffer 
through busy roads, am overflowing surgery and school and the demise of open spaces all in the name of making 
money for the government and developers!!!! IT MUST NOT HAPPEN!!!! 

  

Rep3873 Mr 
Michael 
Snooks 

I'm writing with reference to the proposed amendments to the greenbelt land located to the rear of Stubbs Wood 
know as Blackwell Stubbs Wood. The area marked as a potential development site is within the designated Green Belt 
and is an area of outstanding natural beauty. Development of the site would be an act of environmental vandalism. The 
site is both difficult to access through a steep wooded valley and would be extraordinarily destructive of mature woods 
and open grasslands. The site has no obvious access routes. It would be necessary to build significant roads feeding into 
narrow lanes like Holloway Lane or Latimer Road. This new infrastructure would severely damage the rural 
environment and overwhelm the existing narrow rural roads. The site is very rich in local flora and fauna. Blackwell 
Stubbs wood is home to badgers, foxes, deer and many species of bird including red kites. Developing this site would be 
a significant loss of a valued amenity. 
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Rep3874 Mr 
Mark Wood 

I'm concerned about the impact the plans will have on local leisure facilities. There's a strong history of support from 
the District, for example, with the provision of grass roots football for children of all ages and abilities at Mill Meadow 
(Chalfont St Peter FC) and the Epilepsy Centre (Chalfont Saints). As well as meeting the Government agenda to 
encourage children to be active, they also provide a strong sense of team/community spirit and it seems unavoidable 
that there would be a significant adverse impact from the plans that would need a mitigating strategy. 

  

Rep3875 Mr 
Peter Foster 

I believe the stresses placed on local infrastructure are going to be dramatic and the development of land particularly 
around the Pyebush Roundabout will detrimentally effect the Old Town and surrounding areas - with pressure on 
traffic, parking and other local infrastructure which are already strained. The GreenBelt land proposed by this plan will 
change the character and nature of the town of Beaconsfield beyond meeting immediate housing demand and will 
alter the town negatively. The Pyebush Roundabout is likely to be a very busy junction in coming years with the relief 
road and consequently any building nearby will be both dangerous and add intolerably to local life. I object to any 
Green Belt land being turned over to development it is there for a purpose and that purpose has not changed despite 
so called analysis showing demographic change - which has proved in accurate in the past. 

  

Rep3876 Dr 
Mary Mitchell 

Q1 It has been accepted that the area of Wilton Park will be developed but the Built Area Extension Option which is 
probably almost double that of the area for the currently proposed development is unacceptable. Currently the access 
roads into Beaconsfield along the A40 and Amersham Rd have a rural open feel and this will be lost. The areas east of 
the Amersham Rd and around Pyebush Rbt including the adjacent sections of the A40 are particularly important. 
Beaconsfield’s current facilities such as health, schooling and parking are all oversubscribed and the extra load from the 
proposed Wilton Park development is going to cause difficulties. Q4 The Local Plan should address everything in the 
existing plan but the policies should be given more weight and expanded to prevent further degradation of 
Beaconsfield. Q8 + Q10 Provide more smaller housing units within developments for use by all ages who require it not 
just the elderly. Flexible/multigenerational houses may go some way to fulfilling the need for lower cost housing units. 
For example a house could be built with one or more reasonable size ‘granny flats’ that would have their own entrance 
and could be locked off from the main house if wanted or be part of it. This arrangement could help with the cost of 
the property, the need for a home office, care of the elderly, young adults wanting to live on their own, someone to 
help with childcare for the working mother, a house keeper or carer or if necessary to be rented out when a separate 
community charge would apply. Such an arrangement could help keep families together and allow occupation density 
to be higher as people choose those that they live close to. Q11 + Q13 I fully support the Heritage Strategy and Local 
Green Space Proposals and would like to see them given greater prominence. 

  

Rep3877 Mr 
David 

The following comments refer to the so called Evidence based consultation document and refers specifically to Green 
Belt area contained within the General Area 32a. The proposed conversion from Green Belt to development land of the 
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Musgrave area in Chalfont St Giles which is adjacent to the A413 and Mill Lane is totally unacceptable. As I understand it the plan 
would be in 2 parts, part 1 to convert the land from green belt to developable land, and part 2 to build up to 500 
dwellings on the site. Reasons for objecting to proposal : 1. The area itself is classed as 'flood plain'. In recent years this 
land and the land immediately opposite Mill Lane have been severely flooded. 2. The A413 junction with Mill Lane is 
totally unsuitable to accept the volume of traffic which would be generated by such a development. 3. Chalfont St Giles 
is far too small to increase its size by 500 new dwellings. The requirement for additional services such as schools, 
medical facilities and retail services is unrealistic and would be cost prohibitive. 4. This area will be negatively affected 
by the development of HS2. to add this potential development to the equation would further alienate local residents to 
their local council. 5 I object in the strongest possible terms in way the District Council has failed to adequately and 
fairly inform local residents of this plan. I only found out by word of mouth during the past 5 days. 6. I understand that 
the Council own the piece of land having purchased it for c.£600k relatively recently. In the event that this land is 
converted to developable building land then it is likely that the value will increase 100 times!!! This would not be seen 
as politically correct by most reasonable people and certainly not by the Media. 

Rep3878 Mr 
Stephen 
Brandon 

I would like to summarise my views on the new local plan as follows; 1- We do need to provide more housing in the 
area, but it is essential that a broad mix of housing is provided across the districts and therefore that existing policies 
for ensuring that affordable housing is built whenever developers build new housing are maintained and enforced. 2- It 
is also essential that infrastructure and public services are augmented to match the demand from new housing, and 
policies need to be clarified to achieve this. 3- In particular, in Beaconsfield, the development of the Wilton Park Site 
should comply with the affordable housing requirement, and also should trigger complementary infrastructure 
building. That involves: completing the planned bypass from the A40 to the A355 to Amersham, reducing the pressure 
on the roads in Beaconsfield, and addressing known problems with drainage in parts of the town. 3- I support the 
inclusion of areas of the Green Belt into planned new areas designated for housing development (and job creation), 
and the specific proposals for the Beaconsfield area are acceptable to me, BUT it is important also to preserve the 
character and green nature of existing towns as much as the Green Belt. Thus, the recent pressure for in-fill 
development should be reduced and relevant policies to protect conservation areas and other protected areas (eg the 
RAEC in south and west Beaconsfield) should be strictly enforced. 

  

Rep3879 Mr 
Robert 
Borwick 

I write as a resident of Chalfont St Peter to where I have returned having grown up in the area. I am married and have a 
young family with a child aged 6. CHALFONT ST PETER Whilst i understand that there is a need for more housing I am of 
the view that any development should be limited and take place on the outskirts of the village and not spoil the beauty 
of the of the village and the greenery in the centre. I also firmly believe that any development must be proportionate 
and not place unbearable strain on existing resources. I want Chalfont to remain a village and enjoy its benefits for 

 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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years to come. I take particular issue with the proposed development of Mill Meadow in the centre of the village. The 
playing fields, scout hut, football club and tennis club are all essential parts of village life. I have used these amenities 
for many years and my son now plays football there and attends Beavers. The loss of this would be devastating and 
irreplaceable. You only need to see the hundreds of children playing there at the weekend to realise the huge 
devastation this would cause. This site is also used by the school who do not have their own facilities. This must not be 
allowed to happen. BEACONSFIELD As a family we are members of Beaconsfield Rugby Club. I coach at the club and my 
son plays. In fact in his age group of U7 there are over 90 children that train and play across the year. This is replicated 
across the age groups. The loss of this historic club and the facilities it provides would be devastating for Beaconsfield 
as a town. Rugby is a terrific sport for adults and children alike. It teaches team play, discipline and respect. This clubs 
supports the local community and is a focal point at the weekend. Sport is to be encouraged and the loss of this land 
does not achieve that at all. Please protect this site. 

implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep3880 Mr 
Nigel Hill 

My principal point is simple. The Chiltern District is a wonderful place to live because it is so beautiful. If we do not 
protect it then we will ruin it for future generations. Unfortunately the government demands that the Council builds 
more homes and create employment developments despite the congestion of our roads and railways and other 
infrastructure like schools, hospitals and utility networks. I believe the Council has a duty to ensure that these 
development goals is achieved via brownfield developments and small add ons at the edge of towns where it has 
minimal invasive impact on the countryside. The Council needs to be creative (including the ever more empty high 
streets which will never be full of shops again given the advent of the internet). Allowing infills, mixed usage etc to 
squeeze in the additions needed. What must be avoided is irreversibly developing beautiful countryside. The plans for 
Little Chalfont encroaching on the Chess Valley is such a proposal. The ideas to build into this valley is outrageous. it is 
an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, it is a corridor to support biodiversity, it supports one of the most important 
Chalk Streams in the south of England (itself unique in the world for such habitat). The first stage developments are 
damaging enough but the idea to declassify greenbelt is outrageous. There can only be one reason to declassify 
greenbelt which I to allow further development one day in the future. Plus more traffic on the Latimer Road, a sie of 
several deaths in recent years, is not acceptable. If we go ahead and develop the countryside, and specific outstanding 
examples, there is no way back. Future generations living in over developed towns and villages will lose their quality of 
life and ask why did they let this happen.  

 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. 

 

Rep3881 Mrs 
Ann Worrall 

Regarding land next to Coop field, an empty brown fields site, I believe this should be used for residential and 
community amenities rather than industrial. There are rather a lot of commercial and light industrial premises that 
have stood empty for some time and I believe that to build more, particularly off Asheridge Road with its difficult entry 
and exit would be detrimental to the area. Could we have a staggered mini roundabout at the bottom of Hivings Hill? I 
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think there should be mixed housing, good quality, eco built properties from local materials and with roofing that will 
blend into the surroundings. (The huge white(why white?)warehouse structures further along the valley are eyesores 
for the hundreds of residents who overlook them.) There should be smaller houses and apartments with good 
soundproofing and secure communal access areas. Blocks no more than two storeys high. Use the slope for great 
designs building into the hillside. (Please don't put loads of cheap little boxes up.) The quality and design will attract 
elderly downsizers releasing bigger houses and young first timers choosing to stay and eventually bring up families 
here. Can some be reserved via special schemes for local young people before property investors? I would like to see 
perhaps a small hall for community gatherings, which could be utilised for a play group, café, lunch club, venue for 
talks, exercise classes, cooking classes (from the orchard and veg gardens), bridge groups, backgammon, fun and 
laughter with new and old friends of all ages. Stop the isolation of young mums and elderly folk. Planting, vital for flood 
control on the slope, should be fruit trees, a small orchard for residents, providing food, connection with nature and 
education. Small vegetable garden areas dotted around for old and young to work together? Please can wildlife be 
catered for. Hedges and small gaps under fences to allow hedgehogs, whose population is rapidly reducing, to move 
freely. That would keep slugs at bay! Bee attractors too. It is important to allow enough parking, but pedestrians should 
have priority so people can walk and children can play in a carfree zone, overlooked by the houses. Maybe a central 
green around the orchard with seats and shade for both elderly and mums? Let's make it easy for people to meet each 
other! An outdoor gym would be great. Above all, let it still be green, leafy Bucks and not a barren car filled noisy 
suburb. Please ensure we use nature to avoid flooding rather than covering everything with blandness. Plants and trees 
will soak up so much more. I strongly object to Nashleigh playing fields becoming an industrial site. I believe current 
sites on the right of that hill; along Waterside; Asheridge; the Moor; could be better utilised and adapted. We need to 
understand what kind of premises will be in demand in the future and adapt current ones rather than building over 
green belt which will then be forever lost. I love the Chesham Society's vision for St Mary's way. Let's go for it and be 
proud of our town again, and make our High St as well as our gorgeous countryside a magnet for visitors and townsfolk 
alike . But rents and rates, particularly the former, should be aiming to encourage startups, artisans, quality businesses 
which are different and local before we lose crafts and local skills. Short term lets should be more readily available. 
Landlords should be heavily charged if they leave shops empty or dilapidated. Their fat portfolios aren't helping our 
town if they just sit on them. I hope this isn't just an empty consultation exercise (like HS2) as people have lost a lot of 
trust in politicians. This is a great chance to involve people and let them feel heard. It could be a great community 
building exercise if people were fed back the results of all the time they have spent telling planners what they want. 
Thank you, local councillors, for all your hard work. Let's hope the people of Chesham reap the rewards!  

Rep3882 Mr Question 17 The town has faced enormous development pressure in recent years with the intensification of the many  The Local Plan will need to 
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Jeffrey 
Mumford 

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. PLEASE BE AWRE THAT I TRIED TO MAKE A MORE DETAILED RESPONSE 
BUT THE COMMENTS BOX WOULD NOT ACCEPT THIS. 

identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep3883 Mr 
Oliver Reeves 

Question 17. The Chilterns area being on the periphery of London faces problems and the need for development. 
However, the Chilterns is an outstanding area in terms of landscape, natural features, heritage and diversity. Part of it's 
exceptional qualities are protected by Green Belt, Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty status and Conservation areas in 
Chenies and Latimer together with listed buildings and listed Parks and Gardens and hence protected curtilages for 
Latimer house and gardens. Local and National Planning Policies reflect this protection. The proposed changes to land 
use are understandable but encroach on the continuous rural break of the Chess valley between the larger settlements. 
This change would be irreversible and would destroy the character of the area over the long term. Once started further 
development would be more likely and an area which is used for the public good, for the beauty, heritage, recreation 
and for the local and wider public would be lost. It must be noted that over many many years thousand of people come 
out of the tube and train to enjoy the area of countryside in the Chilterns around the Chess Valley. The special place the 
views and countryside would be spoilt irreversibly for ever if any built development was allowed to progress, all against 
the National and local Planning policies for AONB and Green Belt. Chiltern District Council should adhere to National 
Planning Policy Framework (chapter 9, Green Belt) The Green Belt is intended to maintain openness and separation – 
and prevent the sort of urban sprawl that will ensue if the Planned Area of Search for Employment is designated. It is 
difficult to understand how Little Chalfont was selected as a suitable centre for growth. ANOB policy is ‘to conserve and 
enhance the beauty of nature’ - and this is not consistent with large scale building and is contrary to National Planning 
and Chiltern District Council planning policies. The views, landscape setting and biodiversity should be enhanced rather 
than devalued or destroyed. The continuous farm and woodland strip is also wonderful oasis for biodiversity and once 
again degradation once started would result in a great loss. I think it is essential that plans group development within 
easy reach of public transport, away from areas or entirely screened from the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and 
that the new cut off line avoids degrading the Chess valley. Built extension option HELAA site CDO 135 Green Belt 
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Assessment – GBA - 22A is contrary to Chiltern District Council planning policies. Any building in this area would destroy 
part of the Chiltern ANOB (Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty) and Green Belt, impact on the views and character of 
the area from the surrounding AONB and Conservation Area. ANOB policy is ‘to conserve and enhance the beauty of 
nature’ - and this is not consistent with large scale building .The whole character of the area should be protected – to 
save and enhance the existing biodiversity of the area, protect the setting and views of the Chiltern AONB. I therefore 
object to this proposal for Area 22A. The draft development proposals indicate that Little Chalfont cannot 
accommodate significant areas of development without a significant adverse impact on the environmental, landscape 
and visual amenity of the area. There will also be wider impacts on education, health and well-being, parking, sport and 
recreation, social care, transport, water and waste water and waste management. All the existing facilities would be 
totally inadequate due to the large scale proposed building expansion proposed. There will be a net loss in biodiversity. 
The current proposals and their associated road links are likely to have significant adverse effects on the individual 
components of the landscape - including veteran trees and mature established hedgerows, the aesthetic and 
perceptual aspects of the landscape - as described in the local Landsscape Character Assessment, the character of the 
landscape created by particular combinations of these elements, and particularly valued parts of the landscape - such 
as the Chess Valley, which contributes to this value. With the proposed development adjacent to Stony Lane there 
would be a need to widen Stony Lane which in turn would change the character of the area and lead to the removal of 
the existing veteran and ancient oak trees and destroy some of the biodiversity of the area, with an urbanisation which 
is all contrary to Chiltern District and National Planning Policies in areas of Green Belt and AONB. There would be a 
great increase in the volume of vehicles using the roads and a need for traffic lights / roundabout at the junction Stony 
Lane / main Amersham Road (A404) Development should be contained within the current village boundaries. 
Expansion onto green field sites to the east of Stony Lane and Church Grove will lead to urbanised, ribbon development 
towards Chenies Village and Chenies Manor (with all its history, gardens, places to visit) set in the Conservation Area 
Green Belt and AONB, Chorleywood and the M25 and will have an urbanising effect on the existing open, rolling, rural 
landscape. At present this stretch of land is unspoilt by any development and is Green Belt countryside. Search for 
employment areas such as business parks or trading estates would be at odds with the Green Belt and AONB and out of 
character with the areas and the beauty of the Chess Valley countryside and Chiltern Hills. All this is contrary to 
National and local Chiltern District Council Planning Policies. Chiltern District Council should protect existing Green Belt. 
Chiltern District Council should protect existing AONB (Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty) Chiltern District Council 
should to protect any effects on the Conservation areas, setting and views of listed buildings, and listed Parks and 
Gardens. The proposed scale of development is totally inappropriate in the unique local environment of the Chiltern 
AONB and Green Belt including the Grade 1 agricultural land posing an unacceptable threat to The Chess Valley and 
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surrounding areas, destroying the nature, beauty and unique setting for ever, losing a legacy for generations to come. 
The local area and countryside should be protected and enhanced and not subject to built development particularly in 
any of the AONB. Any planned are for testing for residential development and planned area for search for employment 
development in the Little Chlafont area plan which is located in the Green Belt and AONB (including Area 22A) - Phase 2 
proposals is contrary to National and Local Planning Policies and therefore I object to any proposal being moved further 
and tested or looked at in any way, since it would have a negative and damaging impact on the beauty of the area and 
ANOB policy is ‘to conserve and enhance the beauty of nature’- is not consistent with large scale building proposals. 

Rep3884 Mr 
Nicholas 
Fowler 

While in principle I would obviously like the area I live in (Stoke Poges, South Bucks - where specifically in relation to 
Question 13, there are a lot of people that use the areas shown for walking/Green Space) to remain Green Belt, I 
objectively recognise the national and regional need for housing. Given the recognition of the above, in the event that 
certain areas were chosen, I would emphasise a few points for consideration in relation to the Stoke Poges site 
(therefore, all will count under Question 6). 1) design reflecting local identity - I see this as a point raised in 4.3. Some of 
the development areas are next to listed buildings and the character and feel created by these should not be 
compromised. As such, the design of any housing should be in keeping with the local aesthetic, and given how heavily 
endowed the area is with industrial buildings (i.e. Slough trading estate) any development should be residential only 
with perhaps some local amenities, such as shops. (This applies to questions 5, 6 & 11) 2) Traffic in the area and impact 
on road infrastructure - any development that took place in Stoke Poges would need traffic alleviating measures 
alongside it. By way of example, the roundabout at the bottom of Grays Park Road (by Stoke Green) already takes a 
significant amount of time to clear at busy times due to traffic coming from multiple different directions. By materially 
increasing the residents in the locality (they would presumably use both Park Road and Grays Park Road) you could 
quite quickly find road transport in the area significantly compromised at anything other than quiet times. Part of this 
would issue could be addressed by housing density but also certain areas of road would need to be looked at. 
Moreover, the general upkeep of the roads in the area is poor, with an unusually high number of potholes. This would 
obviously need to be addressed with higher usage of the roads (this relates to question 16) 3) Limiting development 
sites - recognising the regional need for housing in the interest of making efficient use of the sites, while not 
compromising the points above on local aesthetics (both in terms of housing style and residential vs. commercial) and 
density (and it's impact on traffic) developments should be undertaken as an an overall scheme, rather than a piece 
meal development (this relates to question 5, 6 & 7) 

  

Rep3885 Mr 
Reinhard 
Kowalski 

I am very concerned about the proposed developments along Vale Road and Ashleigh Green Road. 1. It would destroy 
recreational areas, especially for children and dog-walkers. 2. It would destroy wildlife. 3. It would destroy 
neigbourhoods. 4. The current road and transport system would not be able to cope with additional pressure. It is 
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inadequate as it is now. 5. It would create unbearable noise and disturbance for local residents. 6. It would reduce the 
value of properties in the area. 7. It could increase the risks of flooding in the area. 

Rep3886 Mr 
David Jones 

Question 17. While I understand that a growing economy and a growing population will need increased investment into 
houses and business parks, I do not think that the proposed developments will achieve that growth in a way which is 
acceptable or desirable. By using a piecemeal approach to providing the necessary land sites is effectively blighting 
many small towns which are in the Council's area of authority. Industrial and business buildings are by definition at 
odds with domestic housing, and should be kept as separate as possible. The obvious place for them is in extended 
sites where they already exist in substantial numbers.To dot business and industrial buildings around areas of domestic 
housing is to the detriment of residents and is unlikely to be an efficient site for business. Increasing the number of 
residential houses should be done in places within the current boundaries designated for housing. I am concerned with 
the proposals for land development in Little Chalfont. And particularly that adjacent to Snells Lane.Snells Lane is an 
attractive area similar to a country lane with mostly attractive individual houses. The proposal would totally change the 
character of the area to the detriment of the quality of life of its residents. The area is designated green belt and is 
enormously valued by the residents. I am also concerned about the other proposals in Little Chalfont as they would 
undoubtedly blight the village. Transport is a growing problem. This is currently causing very significant parking 
problems in the village even prior to the addition of residents when they move in to the 'Donkey Field' development. 
The quality of road surfaces is already well below acceptable standards and can only be worsened if there is an increase 
in usage. Traffic on the main through road would be seriously inconvenienced. Demand for Parking at the Station is 
already above the capacity of the facilities. This has led to random parking on every available space. The increase in 
village population has already stretched infrastructure and further numbers would undoubtedly lead to a decline in the 
quality of life for residents. I strongly believe that the responsibility of the CDC includes the maintenance of the Green 
Belt which is the basis for much of the attraction of living in the area. Little Chalfont is currently a most attractive place 
to live, and residents look to the CDC as the authority responsible for maintaining and improving the quality of life in 
the village. I give wholehearted support to the excellent response from the Little Chalfont Parish Council, which 
accurately and effectively represents the views of the Little Chalfont Residents. If the CDC actually stands by its 
statement that local residents should have a strong voice in matters relating to the development of the villages in 
which they live, then Little Chalfont will be removed from the list of Core Strategy as a main area of growth. 

  

Rep3887 Miss 
Carly Griffin 

I am a resident and business owner in Chalfont St Giles and I have lived here for over 30 years. I would like to object to 
the building plan for upper stone meadow in Chalfont St Giles. Firstly due to it being flood land, we spent about 6 
months under water a few years back so building on such land seems madness. Increasing the size of our village will 
have an impact on the local schools, traffic will increase and other things like the doctors will be put under more 
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pressure. Being a business owner, we have had a lot of trouble form people that live in the social housing behind the 
shops and we have had to call the police on many occasions. I worry that if more homes are built (and a percentage will 
be social housing) this could lead to more trouble in our village. I think Chalfont St Giles has so much charm it would be 
such a shame to ruin this. I think there are better places in the area to build more homes which have better road links 
etc and more space. I think we should protect our beautiful green belt land. I understand we have to have starter 
homes and places for elderly people. But we have had two perfectly good elderly homes close in our village. I have 
bought a property here and so have many of my friends that I have grown up with in this village too. I think there are 
plenty of more suitable areas to build on in this area. 

scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep3888 Mrs 
Melinda 
Swallow 

I object to the green belt land in stoke poges being used for houses. Green belt should be protected and other areas 
looked at first. The village will become a town and part of Slough. We live in south bucks and a 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 
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Rep3889 Mr 
William James 
Russell Flint 

I am concerned about the proposed building development in the Ashley Green area. This small village does not have 
the communication infrastructure to support more residential or commercial developments. The A416 is already at 
saturation point with cars accessing the A41 and is extremely hazardous dissecting the village and forming an 
unpleasant and dangerous scar through the middle. As traffic on this road has increased over the years, so too have the 
smaller country lanes that all merge at Ashley Green at the crossroads at the church forming a dangerous intersection 
and waiting times to get on to the main road can exceed 15 minutes at peak times. Less acknowledged is the previously 
quiet country lane of Two Dells Lane which joins the A416 at AG, this has now become a rat run for cars coming via 
Chesham and avoiding the congestion and is extremely dangerous and unpleasant to live on as speed limits are not 
enforced. How can it be suggested by CDC that developing on the green belt and an SSI area is acceptable? This land is 
enjoyed by not only the villagers but many outsiders too who come and enjoy an area of 'outstanding natural beauty'. 
There are plenty of brown field sites in Chesham that don't appear to be built upon which seems absurd. The village 
amenities cannot support more growth - the sewage system is at and cannot support more waste. Has CDC taken into 
account the building developments planned by Dacorum on the other side of AG which will effectively squeeze the 
village in the middle. These plans also will encourage huge amount of additional traffic through AG, in particular 
Berkhamsted residents wishing to access the popular Buckinghamshire schools :- Chesham Grammar, Challoners Boys 
and Girls, The Beacon School and Chesham Prep, all this creates huge traffic at peak times which will only increase and 
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is already at unsupportable levels. If CDC are intent on ruining our village is a bypass part of the plans ? Finally, it seems 
that Ashley Green residents were not part of the original consultation process, is this process legal therefore and was 
the intention to keep residents in the dark in order to pass this through quietly? 

Rep3890 Mrs 
Caryl Travess 

I believe that a greenbelt buffer must be maintained between Slough and Stoke Poges, so am not in favour of lifting the 
greenbelt restrictions on the area between Grays Park Road, Rogers Lane, Elizabeth Way and Park Road. However, I 
submit an alternative proposal to allow Bayer Court house to be developed for residential purposes while retaining the 
land around it as a greenbelt buffer between Stoke Poges and Farnham Common. An additional area to be considered 
would be Plough Lane recreation ground. 

  

Rep3891 Mr 
Nick Brinklow 

This should remain green belt and should be listed as an area of outstanding beauty with its wonderful wild life and 
foliage rolling hills making it the best part of Little Chalfont, putting industry or housing for the rich only would just be 
an excuse for greedy selfish profit makers to destroy more of this country until there is not much left to be proud of 
being English at all. I am completely opposed to this proposal and the government and the way they are destroying our 
country for selfishness greed and personal profit. 
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Rep3892 Mr 
Geoff Tolcher 

My concerns fall under four separate headings. SCHOOLS The local primary and secondary schools are over-subscribed, 
and have a lack of space to expand. Additional homes would therefore worsen the situation. Building more schools 
would increase the number of cars on the daily 'school run' and also increase the number of school buses, which 
already cause traffic problems around Chesham. TRANSPORT Chesham is served by a single-track branch of the 
Underground, already very busy at peak times, and more demand could not be covered by more trains, due to the 
single track issue. Train length is at the maximum allowed, in view of issues in central London stations. ROADS At peak 
times, congestion is already an issue around Chesham. A number of roads in the vicinity of Botley and Ley Hill are single 
track, and struggle with the present levels of traffic. There would be an increased collision risk, due to more traffic, 
since local buses are virtually non-existant ENVIRONMENT The Chilterns, including the area in question, are an area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, with much wildlife (some protected by law) . Is it therefore wise, to lose this valued 
amenity, when many brownfield sites are available in London and the GLC area, and also parts of Bucks towns? 

  The councils consider that 

options in the Green Belt need 
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the opportunities that are 

available on brownfield sites. 
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Rep3893 Mrs 
Madeline 
Harding 

I am shocked and saddened to hear that there is a chance of the BRFC playing fields being used for housing. As a 
mother of four boys who have used those fields extensively, I can't believe that the council would even consider giving 
up such an important community facility. If we are ever to tackle the growing problem of childhood obesity and mental 
illness, we need to be protecting these open spaces with our lives. Where else will these children be able to go? The 
club is a fantastic part of the Beaconsfield community and without it the town would be much the poorer. 

  

Rep3894 Mrs 
Alison Cox 

I strongly object to the building of residential and indsutrial developments in Little Chalfont. I object to the idea of 
building on green belt land. This will effect the village and its amenities, including schools, shops not to mention the 
increase of traffic. This will have a massive impact on our lives, through noise, pollution and will change the dynamics of 
the village. Little Chalfont is loved by the residents because it is surrounded by fields. We need to keep the greenbelt as 
it is. 
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Rep3895 Mrs 
Marina 
Barnard 

I write in connection with the above planning consultation. As a local resident I wish to object strongly to the 
development of these locations. Little Chalfont is a small settlement where development proposals should be 
considered very carefully: these plans will ruin the character of the village and surrounding area and any major estate 
development will overwhelm the infrastructure. Little Chalfont resides in an area of greenbelt land much of which has 
been designated as areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, this should be protected by the council. Firstly, there needs to 
be a general presumption against inappropriate development within the Green Belt. Government guidance introduced 
the term ‘inappropriate development’ in PPG 2 to describe development that would harm the Green Belt. With all the 
development pressures that exist today, it is important that Green Belt policies remain in place in order to maintain the 
open character of the countryside and prevent suburban sprawl. The proposed siting of the developments are 
particularly ill-considered: they are on greenfield sites used by many locals and tourists for recreation and walking dogs, 
and building near Stony Lane and to the North of Amersham would both diminish the striking view along Chess Valley 
and be prominent from most angles within the area. The infilling of the area to the east of Burton’s lane would also be 
a significant loss of Green land in the area enjoyed by residents locally. The overall plan for Little Chalfont is out of 
keeping with the areas natural character and other areas would be more suitable around Gerrard’s Cross or 
Beaconsfield which are already more built up settlements. Further, there is no desire for these plans by residents here 
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in the Little Chalfont area. I believe it strikes against the very reasons most people choose to live here; to enjoy a 
peaceful and quite neighbourhood away from the hectic lifestyle in London. Having had chance to converse with many 
locals of the area and seeing people on the high street openly protesting against the plans, it is clear the majority of my 
fellow residents in Little Chalfont share these concerns. Even-more, this is supported by the councils own consultation 
paper which states on p11 that “22% of all respondents supported option b) [extensions to main settlements 
(Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont and Chalfont St Peter)] and 19% supported option c) [extensions to a wider range 
of settlements (also Great Missenden, Prestwood and Chalfont St Giles)]. These options were mainly supported by 
landowners and developers, 50% supporting b) and 64% supporting c).”. So in other words that is approximately 9 out 
of 10 people against the plan - this should send a clear message that the driving force in support of this proposal is only 
those who will be profiting from sale of land and those developing the houses – not the local residents who are living in 
the area. The council needs to ask itself carefully who it is best serving with these plans – we should not simply be 
auctioning off the greenbelt to the highest bidder ‘to make a quick buck’. The majority of residents did support looking 
at “making more efficient use of land within built up areas.” – I believe this is the option that must be explored further 
to all ends as once Greenbelt is lost it will never be recovered. Alongside the environmental considerations, there are 
reasons for rejecting this plan based on the level of infrastructure in the settlement. There is the inadequacy of the 
lanes through the centre of the village to accommodate even small increases in traffic. Traffic is often at a standstill 
already in peak times and so further use will only make the situation worse. There is also the overstretched parking to 
use the shops on the parade, this is already at maximum capacity and any increase will mean residents will not be able 
to find space to park so they can use the shops conveniently. I also have a fear that once the pressure on road use 
becomes too great through the centre, the only option will be to release the pressure through a new bypass road, 
which would very likely go through even more of the countryside in the nearby area (has thought been given to this?). 
In addition, I am concerned about pressure on the already overburdened rail network. My husband and I travel to work 
every morning and even now there is usually no room to sit left on the trains to London. Again, there does not appear 
to be any significant thought put into this in the documents. Similar concerns exist regarding school places and other 
amenities. The plan cannot be taken seriously until the challenge to infrastructure has been answered. In conclusion, I 
believe that the plans are ill thought out and unnecessary. They are not in the public interest and only serve to benefit 
the private sector (developers and land owners). The natural beauty of the area is something that must be treasured – 
there are other means to increase residential potential, including better use of land already within built up areas 
(including Amersham, Beaconsfield and Gerrard’s Cross). The infrastructure is under threat and will not cope with this 
increased capacity brought on by this level of development. On that basis, it is my strong request that the Council 
recognizes these concerns and acts decisively in amending the plans to withdraw development plans from the Little 
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Chalfont area. 

Rep3896 Mrs 
Penny 
Edwards 

Lot 29: I have looked most specifically at lot 29 as I believe that the lower part of Lodge Lane where there is currently 
no development makes Lodge Lane the prettiest road in Little Chalfont and wider area. I used to live in Chorleywood 
and when you drive out of Chorleywood and Hertfordshire along Blacketts Wood Drive and turn right into Lodge Lane 
(Bucks / Little Chalfont) you get a distinct feeling of countryside having come out of urban sprawl and into a more rural 
setting. You get a real sense that you are moving into a different area and is a great introduction to the beauty of the 
Chilterns. This is AONB and rightly so; any kind of development even if it was limited to the Little Chalfont side of Lodge 
Lane (currently deemed not so important) would severely impact on the rural feel / natural beauty and far reaching 
views currently enjoyed. If the plot on the right hand side (of map i.e. Chorleywood side) of Lodge Lane were to be 
developed, I do not think a slither of green belt left between Chorleywood and Little Chalfont would be effective in 
defining the boundary as it might not even be visible from the main roads. I also think that there are subsections of lot 
29 which when looked at in isolation and not as part of the wider lot 29 lot would achieve a higher Green Belt score. It 
seems the assessment is very much dependent on the boundary definition and both the assessment and score seem to 
be somewhat subjective – “involvement of professional judgement”. My concern with the criteria is also that if you 
don’t watch purpose 2 (to prevent neighbourhood towns from merging), you end up with purpose 1 (unrestricted 
sprawl of large built up areas) failing when it is too late to prevent. Little Chalfont: Little Chalfont is the first entry point 
into Chilterns/ Bucks from many visitors from the M25 and should strive to achieve a sense of what the area is about 
and not be viewed as part of sprawling London which is where it is will head to incrementally if we give up these plots 
(28, 22a, 35, 29) little by little . I also cannot envisage where there is room/scope for the town centre to expand to in 
order to provide the infrastructure for this development. I think the town centre is bulging as it is. I am concerned that 
these details will be considered in more detail once it is too late to change the plan and the infrastructure will be 
compromised. I think the community also deserves to be convinced that the process has been entirely impartial. The 
documentation is lengthy and more should be done to make it transparent and honourable. 

  

Rep3897 Mrs 
Alexandra 
Naks 

I am writing to raise my objections to the plans for the proposed developments in and around Little Chalfont, 
principally to the release of Green Belt land for housing and industrial use. I am strongly opposed to any destruction of 
the Green Belt. The plans would mean the loss of land used for recreation and will severley damage the designated 
area of outstanding natural beauty. I believe that there is enough Brown Fill land in Buckinghamshire which should be 
considered instead. This development is another blow to the area as it comes on the back of the HS2 plans which will 
blight the area for years and bring absolutely no benefit to South Bucks and the Chilterns. It is important to keep the 
Green Belt in place not only for us but for our children and future generations who are at risk of living in an over 
developed extension of London. I am also concerned at the huge increase in housing in and around Little Chalfont. 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          

676 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

development on the old Sawmill site and behind Chenies Parade has brought a noticeable increase in traffic and noise 
to the streets adjoining Bell Lane and the village as a whole. Further development around Stony Lane will only add to 
this. The A404 already brings The sheer number of dwellings will place an intolerable strain on the availble 
infrastructure not to mention increasing competition for already scarce school places, and doctors and dentists 
surgeries. The new developmengts will no doubt require new roads for access which will further destroy Green Belt 
land and increase pollution. The loss of fields may also impact on the water table and run off areas leading to increased 
flood risk. Parking in the area is already overstretched as can be evidenced by the recent surveys carried out by both 
the Parish Council and Bucks CC. The results where overwhelmingly in favour of increasing restrictions. Further 
expansion of the village would make things even worse. As the developments are far enough away from the tube 
station, it is likely that commuters will drive. As residential roads close to the station are already blighted by commuter 
parking, this will only get worse and affect more roads. Residents already have to take increased care and suffer near 
misses on a daily basis. No consideration appears to have been given to public transport usage. Increased housing will 
mean increased numbers of commuters not only using cars but buses and the tube / Chiltern Line. Both the tube and 
Chiltern Line trains are standing room only from Chalfont and Latimer into London during peak hours. If the number of 
trains, currently 4 or 5 an hour is not increased, the overcrowding will be worse. I hope my views will be taken on 
board. 

Rep3898 Mr 
Adam Murray 
Coda Planning 
on behalf of 
Mr Gary Eaton 
GRE 
Construction 
Ltd 

'Rowan Farm' - Built Area Extension Option Chesham, Rickmansworth & Brawlings Lanes Chalfont St Peter I Gerrards 
Cross I.I In reference to the initial consultation (referred to above) on the emerging Chiltern and South 
Buckinghamshire (South Bucks). the following report is prepared by Coda Planning on behalf of GRE Construction Ltd. 
who have land interest in the area. 1.2 The land in question is introduced in the following section. with a brief overview 
of its location. surroundings and development potential. It is presented as part of the wider potential Built Area 
Extension Option. which is also introduced in the following section. and which is formed of several different sites in 5 
different ownerships. Initial discussions have begun to take place between these landowners to secure the 
deliverability of the BAE as a whole, with the land associated with Brawlings Farm secured in this regard. 1.3 Following 
this principal points of this representation are discussed. including an introduction to the current planning policy 
context in Chiltern and South Bucks and comments on the Development Needs and Opportunities. and the Spatial 
Strategy Options set out in the consultation document. In addition to this assessments are made relating to the 
evidence base of the emerging Joint Local Plan, as well as the potential Built Area Extension Options mooted by the 
consultation document. In light of this discussion the conclusion is drawn that the land in question is suitable for 
allocation for residential development and should form part of the suggested BAE at the north of Chalfont St Peter I 
Gerrards Cross. 2.0 Site Introduction and Development potential 2.1 This site (approx. 4.4ha) is located to the south of 
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Gore lands Lane directly adjacent to 'Rowan Garden Centre' and is predominantly comprised of agricultural land, with a 
single dwelling at the south-east J end of the site abutting Rowan Garden Centre. A border of trees and vegetation 
forms the boundary between the site and the highway, creating a significant visual barrier. 2.2 As indicated in the 
above image, the site (shown in red) forms part of the wider BAE Option to the north of the Chalfont St Peter / 
Gerrards Cross joint settlement area, as identified in the consultation document (shown in blue above, and in the 
image below). The BAE extends to an area of approx. 134ha and is bounded to the west by Chesham Lane, to the north 
by Gorelands Lane, to the east by Brawlings Lane and to the south by Rickmansworth Lane. Within this are several 
existing groupings of buildings and small built-up areas, including Rowan Farm/Garden Centre, Chiltern Equine Centre, 
Brawlings Farm and Riding Centre, and the land and buildings associated with the estate of the Epilepsy Society formed 
primarily around Micholls Avenue, off Chesham Lane. 2.3 It is believed that, in light of initial discussions taking place 
between the relevant landowners, the whole of the BAE including the subject site should be considered to be capable 
of delivering between 2000 - 3000 dwellings in addition to associated supporting amenities, services and open space in 
the creation of a sustainable extension to the built-up area. 3.0 planning policy Context 3.t For much of2015 Chiltern 
District Council and South Bucks District Council were in the process of preparing separate Local Plans, for which 
individual ' Regulation 18' consultations had been undertaken from January 2015 to March 2015 in Chiltern, and 
February 2015 to April 2015 in South Bucks. However, in response to more recently announced measures to speed up 
the delivery rate of Local Plans, Chiltern and South Bucks Councils decided on 3'" November 2015 and lO,h November 
2015 (respectively) to begin the preparation of a Joint Local Plan. 3.2 As a result of this the document to which this 
representation relates is required - a separate Regulation 18 consultation. As part of this, whilst no formal Call for Sites 
process is being undertaken. additional 4 pieces of land may be nominated in writing to accompany those submitted as 
part of each Council's individual Calls for Sites. 3.3 Carrying over from the previous progress that had been made, the 
document in question identifies that particular parts of the evidence base should be taken into account to inform 
responses to the consultation: o Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) 
Report findings: Consultation Draft (January 2016). o Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 
(January 2016) (HELAA). o Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1: Methodology and Assessment of Land 
Parcels. o Chiltern and South Bucks Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study: Report of Settlement Findings - Baseline 
Assessment (January 2016). o Sustainability Appraisal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation 
(Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options: Reasonable Alternatives Report. 3.4 Due to this level of evidence, and 
the previous work that had already been undertaken separately by each Local Authority, this consultation has been 
able to include Issues and Options in addition to the initial Regulation 18 stage. The result of this is that the document 
also sets out what the Councils consider to be the key issues that the Joint Local Plan will need to address in light of the 
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evolving evidence base, Duty to Co-operate discussions and national planning policy and guidance. 3.5 As part of this it 
sets out potential Built Area Extension Options into the Green Belt. Though the document states that these' 
suggestions' have yet to be subject to a detailed account of constraints, they form such a crucial part of potential future 
development that these have been discussed in this response document. In assessing potential BAEs it is essential to 
not only take account of their value as part of the Green Belt but also in terms of: • Heritage features - Areas of Green 
Belt can often significantly contribute towards the heritage value of adjacent settlements. • Landscape features - The 
nature of land within the Green Belt is such that it frequently holds significant landscape value. The importance 
attached to retaining and enhancing landscapes and visual amenity is set out within paragraph 81 of the NPPF. • 
Particularly in Chiltern, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty - NPPF paragraph 115 establishes that AONBs have the 
highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty and that the conservation of both wildlife and 
cultural heritage must be given great weight. 3.6 The remainder of this document will comment on and provide 
responses to the most relevant of the above considerations as well as potential BAEs, and the aforementioned critical 
constraints, in relation to the land and BAE in question. s 4.0 Development Needs and Opportunities 4.1 Development 
Needs and Market Areas In introducing the establishment of Development Needs in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts 
to 2036, the consultation document clearly identifies the requirement that this must be set against an appropriate 
evidence base. This is necessary to ensure Ihat aLkas..t the full Objectively Assessed Housing Need is targeted and 
delivered. and following this various conclusions are drawn · some of which are considered to display particular 
strengths in the emerging policy. 4.2 In particular, conclusions e) and 0 describe the 'best fit' approach that is being 
taken towards defining housing and economic market areas for plan-making purposes. Whilst the 'best fit' for the 
emerging Local Plan has been found to be a Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area, part of South Bucks District falls 
within a Berkshire Housing and Economic Market Area (outlined in conclusion a)), which is assessed in conclusion 0 to 
comprise "all six of the Berkshire authorities within single market areas." In this instance the consultation is careful to 
highlight that the respective assessments of each individual Berkshire authority in this regard may impact upon the 
overlap with South Bucks District. This is demonstrative of a more nuanced understanding of the impact of such 
assessments on the Development Needs of the Joint Local Plan: the evolving policy of Berkshire LPAs may impact upon 
Housing Market Areas that in turn impact upon the wider Berkshire Housing and Economic Market Area, of which 
South Bucks District is partly formed. It is clear that such market relationships are highly complex. and the commitment 
to monitor this evolving situation and to account for potential changes through the Duty to Co-operate is therefore 
seen to be a strength of the consultation document. 4.3 However, in spite of this is it is considered that there are also 
certain weaknesses apparent in the document's presentation of the Development Needs in the districts. Conclusion c) 
correctly identifies the very strong market relationships between ChilternlSouth Bucks and London, but also states that: 
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"(. .. J However given that London has a different plan-making arrangement and its housingand economic market area 
is defined as Greater London the strongest market relationships outside of London need to be considered . .. 4.4 
Notwithstanding the vague phrasing of this statement, it is considered to be a conclusion of little consequence. Whilst 
it is of course correct that the strongest market relat ionships outside or london need to be considered. the language 
used in conclusion c) implies that there are valid reasons for the market relationships between Chiltern/South Bucks 
and London to be given less emphasis. It is not the case that London's different plan-making arrangement. or the extent 
of its Housing and Economic Market Area. are reasons for these market relationships to be in any way underplayed or 
given reduced consideration. 4.5 It is therefore clear that in moving forward the consultation document must give all 
due consideration to the pressure created by London's hOUSing market. and the impact that this has on the volume of 
housing that Chiltern and South Bucks will need to deliver throughout the plan period. This is acknowledged to an 
extent in paragraph 2.4 of the document. which identifies it . s an important Duty 6 to Co-operate reliationship but 
given the fundamental importance of identifying correct Development Needs, it asserted that every effort must be 
made to ensure that full and proper weight is given to all considerations - in particular the impact of london's Housing 
Market. 4.6 In light of this the growth options that are taken forward in the consultation document must in turn take 
into consideration the most appropriate ways in which to fulfil these sorts of Development Needs. Subsequent sections 
of this document discuss these options in greater detail but it is at this point asserted that, owing to the strong market 
relationships between London and Chiltern in particular, certain settlements in the areas covered by the emerging 
policy will be more suitable to accommodate growth in response to this pressure than others. Such settlements include 
the Chalfont St Peter I Gerrards Cross urban area with its key transport links to London being, amongst other reasons, 
crucial in this relationship. Alongside this, the general need to release Green Belt land to meet Development Needs is 
described in section 5 of this document. As such it follows that the urban area of these particular settlements will 
require expansion into the Green Belt and that the Rowan Farm site, as part of the wider BAE and in accordance with 
accompanying justification, should form part of this. 4.7 Development Opportunities Following on from the above, it is 
asserted that at all stages of the process of producing the emerging Joint Local Plan the importance of identifying 
correct Development Needs must be matched by the importance of identifying sites that can play a part in fulfilling 
them. Early paragraphs in Section 3 of the consultation document ('Development Opportunities') establish this, 
identifying that the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment will be updated at least annually "to 
understand 'supply' opportunities and to test whether they can be delivered within the Plan period." 4.8 Despite this 
assurance, Section 3 goes on to explain that the current draft HELAA does not include open space within the built-up 
areas, or any development options within the Green Belt, that is not previously developed land. In particular reference 
to Green Belt sites, the justification provided for this 'Stage 1 Rejection' is the fact that the Councils are currently 
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undertaking a Green Belt Assessment, with the outcome of part 2 of this informing subsequent HELAAs. Whilst the 
rationale for taking this approach is understood, and it is acknowledged that the HELAA in its current form is a draft, it 
is considered that discounting open space and Green Belt sites from the document at this crucial stage of the emerging 
Joint Local Plan is inappropriate and unhelpful. With or without the impending results of the Green Belt Assessment, at 
all stages the HELAA must provide as full and as proper assessment of sites as possible, and it is believed that the 
current approach potentially undermines the ability of the document to play a suitable role in helping to deliver the full 
Objectively Assessed Housing Need of the Councils. 4.9 That this is the case is highlighted by the fact that several of the 
Spatial Strategy Options presented in the consultation document present the likelihood that Built Area Extension(s) into 
existing Green Belt land will be required to fulfil Development Needs. This is further evidenced by the BAE Options 
identified for further testing in the consultation document, including that to which this representation relates. Whilst 
the broad concepts (of removing certain land from the Green Belt) presented by these options are discussed in a 
general sense in the consultation document. in accordance with the previous 7 paragraph it is asserted that in order to 
reach the objectives that the document must help to fulfil, every effort must be made to give a full assessment of all 
housing and economic land. As set out. the current approach taken in the draft HELAA does not do this and, despite the 
acknowledged circumstances, it is asserted that the continued development of the Joint Local Plan would greatly 
benefit from engaging in such analysis of all sites at all possible stages. 4. to In particular, within the BAE in question 
there are various land parcels which have been subject to different determinations in the draft HELAA, including the 
adjacent Rowan Garden Centre site (CDo03S), which was rejected at stage 2. Conversely, sites CDOt29, CDot30, CDO 
l92 and CDol93 (all within the ' Epilepsy Society Site') are identified as accepted al Stage 2 Assessment, the latter two 
having extant planning permissions. It is asserted that this begins to create the precedent for the wider site to be 
brought forward for delivery, and in light of this the suitability of the BAE Option site as a whole is enhanced. In 
accordance with this as well as the comparative analysis in section 6 of this document the suitability of bringing the 
land in question forward towards release from the Green Belt is clearly demonstrated. This would suggest that when 
sites are given appropriate analysis there are sumcient suitable parcels to fulfil Chiltern and South Buck's Development 
Needs, and the wider BAE Option in question , including the Rowan Farm site. is one of these. 5.0 Spatial Strategy 
Options 5.1 Approach to Options As previously identined, paragraph 3.7 of the consultation document clearly 
establishes that: .. ( ... J it is dear there will be a significant gap for ,,,,met development needs in the plan area unless 
furtl.er site options can be identified or new development opportunities can be provided within the Green Belt . .. 
Further setting out the context against which the Visions and Objectives on the emerging policy is set, 'Broad Findings' 
from the Regulation 18 consultations ofChiltern's and South Bucks' separate Local PI.ns included: Chillern - o General 
support of Core Strategy objectives. o Requested additional measures for protection ofGrecn Bclt and AONB. o 
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'Improved design, enhancement onocal character'. o HSz (impact and opposition). South Buckso General support of 
Core Strategy objectives. o • Differing views for and against' maintaining the Green Belt" . o 'Improved design reflecting 
local identity'. o Inclusion of SuDS and improved river corridors. 8 5.2 Subject to appropriate updates to take account of 
altered national planning policy and guidance, the current consultation document draws upon these existing visions 
and the findings of the previous consultations. Paragraph 4.4 of the consultation document also states that the new 
Joint Local Plan Spatial Strategy Options will "renect the emerging joint local plan evidence base." Despite the 
importance of taking into account the conclusions of consultations for the previous separate Local Plans, it is strongly 
considered that the findings of the Joint Local Plan evidence base is most crucial in this case. As established in the 
previous section, the most fundamental purpose of the emerging plan is the fulfilment of accurately-established 
Development Needs and a careful consideration of the continually-evolving evidence base. 5.3 Pursuant to this 
previous discussion it has been found (largely in paragraphs 4.6, 4.9 & 4.10) that such consideration would determine 
that in order to achieve this primary objective of Development Need delivery, the removal from the Green Belt of sites 
such as that to which this document relates will be required. This is acknowledged in "the Council's consider[ation[ that 
there are exceptional circumstances to review the Green Belt", and of course the identification of the BAE Option in 
question. This is manifested in a number of Spatial Strategy and Hierarchy Options. The relative merits of these in 
relation to the land in question will now be assessed. $.4 Spatial Strategy and Hierarchy Options As highlighted above 
this assessment of the spatial options is set against the Rowan Farm site, as well as the wider BAE Option area, to which 
this document relates and comments are made within this context. As such where options deal with similar principles 
or approaches to delivering Development Needs they will be subject to a 'grouped' assessment. In addition, certain 
options, including Option K, are not considered relevant to this representation and are therefore not assessed. 5.5 
Option A (making more efficient and effective use of land within existing built-up areas) and Option B (reviewing the 
purpose and function of existing areas of special control) both relate to increasing development opportunities within 
existing built~up areas and as such are assessed in conjunction. In this first instance, it is believed that striving for more 
efficient and effective use of land within existing built-up areas must be considered as a 'given' by both Councils. 
Whether or not other options are brought forward, this will be pursued in order to enable future development to be as 
sustainably situated as possible. In addition to this, the relocation of open spaces is believed to offer more benefits 
than simply the creation of more development opportunities in built-up areas. The fact that replaced open space uses 
are compatible with the Green Belt means that a greater level of protection of Green Belt function can be achieved 
over the potential alternative of more built development in the Green Belt. Furthermore, although it is asserted that 
Green Belt release for residential development will still be required, slightly reducing the required volume through 
implementation of this option would have a knock-on effect on the ability to protect prioritised parts of the Green Belt, 
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for example AONB land, from development. 5.6 Option B's suggestion of reviewing Residential Areas of Special 
(Chiltern) I Exceptional (South Bucks) Character is also supported. These locations are referred to as 'Areas of Little 
Change' in Chiltern District and given policy weight through CS21; their purpose to retain and preserve this special 9 
character is laudable and an important part of planning policy for both Councils. However, their functionality in this 
case being subject to additional planning restrictions (CS21 in Chiltern and HIO in South Bucks) is considered to be 
unnecessary and an inappropriate constraint to development. Taking Chlltern 's CS21 as the example, it is evident that 
the goals "to maintain and/or improve local character I ... 1 protect the historic environment I .. . ] be of an appropriate 
scale" are easily achievable through standard policy relating to design quality. Indeed, Chiltern's preceding Core 
Strategy policy (CS20 Design and Environmental Quality) fully captures this design ethos and incorporates the majority 
of these points without being overly restrictive: this, it is considered, renders the relevant Residential Areas of Special 
Exceptional Character functionally redundant. 5.7 Pursuant to this it is believed that a review of such areas is necessary, 
and as a result it is strongly asserted that both Options A and B must be pursued in order to allow greater urban 
efficiencies and create more development opportunities in the existing built-up areas of Chiltern and South Bucks. 5.8 
Options C, D and E propose built area extension(s) to the principal settlements within and on the edge of Chiltern and 
South Bucks, and also to a wider range of smaller settlements. As established by the discussion in paragraph 5.3 of this 
document, it is acknowledged by both Councils that exceptional circumstances exist such that a review of the Green 
Belt is required. In order for this to be appropriately action cd into a fulfilment of Development Needs a wider policy-
based exploration of this approach is required, and this exploration is represented at this point of the plan making 
process by Options C, D and E. It is therefore considered that all 3 options should be pursued if the Councils are to be 
able to demonstrate that the required level of Development Needs can be delivered throughout the period covered by 
the emerging Joint Local Plan. 5.9 Whilst it is believed that all of these options must be explored further, it is also 
acknowledged that in line with the Chiltern and South Bucks Infrastructure Capacity study, different settlements are 
capable of accommodating different levels of growth, and as such a 'sequential' approach should be taken to the 
further consideration of these options. That is, in order to direct growth towards the most sustainable locations, 
exploration of the potential for built area extensions to principal settlements (both within (Option C) and on the edge 
of (Option D) Chiltern and South Bucks) should be undertaken prior to that for "a wider range of settlements". The 
location of the BAE Option site in question at the edge of the principal joint Chalfont St Peter I Gerrards Cross 
settlement makes it demonstrably sustainable, sequentially preferable nnd therefore a priority in this regard. 5.tO In 
accordance with this approach it is also asserted that Option I (Extension(s) to other settlements such as the larger 
villages) should be explored further where the settlements in question are capable of accommodating such growth in a 
sustainable manner. 5.11 Options F and G propose, respectively, a review of settlements within the Green Belt with a 
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view to remove those which are larger and more sustainable, and a review of the inner Green Belt boundaries. Both 
deal with smaller scale changes to the Green Belt boundaries to better reflect the relationship between built-up areas 
and the open Green Belt, creating development opportunities where appropriate. As • result of this they are viewed 
together. Put simply, a smaller scale review of Green 10 Belt boundaries in the manner proposed to bring certain built-
up areas out of the Green Belt will (by virtue of the associated change in policy context) allow for significant gains in 
effective and efficient use ofland in such locations. Following this, and in line with the conclusions presented with 
regard to Options A and B, these opportunities that could be created are invaluable in the pursuit of sustainably located 
development, and it is therefore considered that the Councils should be taking forward both options as part of the 
emerging Joint Local Plan. 5.12 On the same merits it is asserted that Option H, a review of the scope for allowing 
limited infilling within villages and generally built up frontages within the Green Belt, needs to be taken forward. 
Whether or not the Councils deem smaller villages as suitable to be removed from the Green Belt in accordance with 
Options F or G, they still represent existing built-up areas which do and lI'ill have opportunities for certain scenarios of 
infill that represent sustainable development, increasing the efficiency ofland use even in smaller existing built-up 
areas. 5.13 As a result of the preceding discussion it is considered that all options require further exploration. As a 
general rule it is apparent that the options presented fall into 1 of 2 broad approaches to delivering growth: either 
mechanisms to increase delivery within existing built-up areas, or alterations to the Green Belt to allow for extensions 
to these built-up areas. It has been extensively shown that both of these directions must be fully explored in order to 
meet the Development Needs of Chiltern and South Bucks and as such, in line with Option L, it is believed that all 
options must be pursued. 5.14 Further to this it is posited that in taking options forward, especially those that deal with 
larger built area extensions, careful consideration must be paid to the distribution of development throughout both 
districts. Specifically, it is asserted that the delivery of a Joint Local Plan does not mean that the Development Needs in 
the more constrained area of Chiltern can be displaced to South Bucks. The allocation of land for development in light 
of the growth options must take account of the location of different levels of Development Need and Opportunity, 
particularly around Chiltern's principal settlements, and the following discussion of the evidence base expands on this. 
6.0 Evidence Base and Built Area Extension Options 6.1 Having set out that extensions of existing built-up areas into the 
Green Belt are needed as part of the options that must be explored in order to deliver required levels of development, 
it is also crucial to clearly establish how and whj1 the settlement and site in question needs to play a part in this 
delivery. As in the previous section, it is reiterated that the following analysis is delivered in relation to the proposals to 
which this document relates, and therefore only the most relevant aspects of the evidence base are given full 
consideration. It 6.2.0 Residential Development Needs and Opportunity in Chalfont St Peter I Gerrards Cross ('CsP/GC') 
(Bucks HEDNA Consultation Draft Jan 2016 & Chiltern and South Bucks Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study) 6.2.1 
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As already set out, a comparative assessment of the Development Needs in Chiltern and South Bucks (as described in 
the Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 2015 Report of Findings Consultation 
Draft. Jan 2016) against potential development land supply (as described in January 2016's Draft Housing and Economic 
Land Availability Assessment) determines that Green Belt release to create new Development Opportunities is a 
requirement. 6.2.2 Specifically, it is asserted that sites around the principal Chiltern settlements, including the Chalfont 
St Peter I Gerrards Cross settlement (which is treated as a singte settlement in accordance with its presentation in the 
consultation document, its joint physical form, and Office for National Statistics data areas), must form part of this 
process. The principle of this is fundamentally accepted in the consultation document, which as discussed 
acknowledges in Spatial Strategy Option C the potential delivery of "built area extension(s)" to principal settlements, 
including CsP/GC, in both Local Authority Areas. Beyond this initial acknowledgement greater evidence is available 
demonstrating the significant development needs being fa ced, reinforcing the requirement for surrounding land to 
form part of built area extension(s). In summarising the stages of establishing the Full Objectively Assessed Need for 
Housing in the Joint Local Plan area, the HEDNA document referred to above finds a total dwelling requirement 2013-
33 of 13,653 for Chiltern and South Bucks together. Of this total, 6,602 are in Chiltern and 7,051 are in South Bucks, 
however it is crucial to note that from the baseline demographic starting point (4.552 and 6.522 respectively) the 
adjustments made to account for local demographic factors and (lO-year) migration trends resulted in an increase of 
752 dwellings in Chiltern and a decrease of902 in South Bucks. This, it is asserted, is demonstrative of the higher pace 
31 which market pressure is growing in Chiltern, and with reference to the assertions set out in [diagram] 12 
paragraphs 4.3-4.6 of this document this can be largely attributed to the market relationships with London. 6.2.3 This is 
corroborated in part by the data set out above. from the January 2016 document 'HMAs and FEMAs in 
Buckinghamshire - The Impact of a Joint Plan for Chiltern and South Bucks', which evidences the substantial commuting 
flows to London from the Joint Plan area. Whilst this does relate to South Bucks as well as Chiltern. it is strongly 
asserted that the major public transport linkages (including the Chiltern Mainline) between London and the joint 
principal settlement of CsP/GC are indicative of primacy in this regard. Even if this data were to be disregarded it is 
considered that the presence of such transport infrastructure in Chiltern's primary settlements is, in accordance with 
established research' and national planning policy'. sufficient imperative to guide the focus of development to such 
locations. 6.2.4 In this regard the Chiltern and South Bucks Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study makes the case 
that the presence of such infrastructure must guide development to CsP/GC (and Chiltern's other principal settlements) 
even more evident. The document highlights the development opportunities presented by the rail connection as well 
as the fact that the Chiltern Railways Corridor line holds some capacity for growth. It is also asserted that development 
of the scale suggested in the BAE Option would allow for contributions towards the expansion of access to this 
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transport infrastructure by bus - a key issue in the relevant section of the Capacity Study document. It is upon this. in 
addition to the discussion in previous sections of this document. that the case for significant sustainable growth in 
CsP/GC is set. 6.3.0 January z016 Draft HELAA. Green Belt Assessment and Built Area Extension Options 6.3.1 Owing to 
the established need to bring sites out of the Green Belt for the delivery of residential development around CsP/GC.the 
following analysis of the January 2016 Draft HELAA demonstrates the suitability of the land at Raans Rd for favourable 
inclusion in future revisions of the document. 6.3.Z Although the Rowan Farm site does not form part of the HELAA. 
owing to its location and Green Belt status it is understood that it would have been subject to rejection at Stage 1 'Site I 
Broad Location Identification' for the following reason: Green Belt Site - Not PDL (Previously Development Land). The 
Council's justification for rejections made on this basis is as follows: "The NPPF identifies these sites should only be 
developed in very special circumstances. A separate Green Belt Assessment is being carried out, to consider parcels of 
land against tire purposes of the Green Belt. Any site currently within the Green Belt will be identified as being 
unsuitable at this stage. If the Green Belt Assessment identifies the site performs poorly in terms of the Green Belt 
functions. or options 13 are taken forward after testing, they will then be subsequently assessed through the HELAA 
process for their development potential. II 6_3_3 At the present stage, the methodology for the Green Belt Assessment 
has been published and the site in question forms (as part of a wider Green Belt Parcel) part of this assessment process. 
Despite this it is acknowledged that the current draft form of the HELAA rejects Green Belt sites in accordance with the 
rationale set aU( above. However, Arup's January 2016 . Assessment Pro ~ Formas for CDC and South Bucks' identifies 
that the wider BAE Option {'east of Chesham Lane, north of Rickmansworth Lane and west of Brawlings Lane) is 
recommended for further consideration. This suggests that, at least in terms of its Green Belt function, the land is 
suitable for removal from the Green Belt for delivering housing. Further to this. and as previously established. initial 
discussions between landowners have indicated that it is likely to be available, and taking into account its size and 
location it is likely to be achievable within t-10 years. Taking this into consideration alongside all other information 
available it is therefore asserted that the Rowan Farm site and wider BAE Option is suitable, available and achievable 
and future versions of the HELAA should acknowledge this. 6.3.4 Beyond this, and as set out previously, the 
consultation document has identified a number of current Green Belt sites that are ' Built Area Extension Options'. 
These extension options have been identified in the Green Belt Assessment currently being undertaken by Arup, 
introduced in the previous section, and those options in the CsPIGC area form part ofland parcels 38o, 41b, 44a, 47b, 
65a and 69. The site in question forms a significant portion of Green Belt land parcel 38a. 6_3.5 Although these areas 
possess differing levels offunctional value in their roles as part of the Green Belt it is asserted that it is clear that the 
wider BAE Option identified within 38a is especially suitable to be brought forward for removal from the Green Belt. In 
particular it is evident that it does not suffer from certain overriding constraints that other suggested BAE Options do 
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{the presence of the M40 and particularly dense woodland {parcel 69), Flood Zones 2/3 (parcels 4tb & 65a), or the 
AONB) which preclude their further consideration as BAEs going forward. As such it follows that the wider land parcel 
in question between Chesham, Rickmanswonh and Brawlings Lanes is the most suitable in the CsP/GC settlement for 
further consideration as a Built Area Extension in the emerging Joint Local Plan. 7.0 Conclusions 7.1 Throughout this 
document the need to deliver Green Belt siles to form Built Area Extensions has been demonstrated. This is particularly 
the case in certain locales, including around the sustainable principal joint settlement of Chalfont St Peter 1 Gerrards 
Cross, and in light of this the Rowan Farm site, as part of the wider BAE Option, has been clearly shown to be suitable 
to form one of these. Following from section 6.3.0 and the initial assessment of the land parcel in Arup's Green Belt 
Assessment, it is clear that the wider site plays a middling role as part of the functional Green Belt. It relates well to the 
existing settlement and when developed appropriately presents the opportunity to deliver truly sustainable 
development in and of itself as well as by way of augmenting the existing settlement.   

Rep3899 Mr 
Cameron 
Robey 

This is valuable land that people use for leisure in activities such as dog walking and sporting actives. Please don't do 
this development as it will me sad as I will not be able to enjoy leisure in areas such as the allotments - seen as the 
heart of Chalfont St Peter. 

  

Rep3900 Mr 
David Gauke 
MP 

I am responding to the joint Chiltern District and South Bucks District Initial Consultation in my capacity as Member of 
Parliament for South West Hertfordshire. I appreciate that local authorities are faced with significant challenges in 
terms of growth in population and national planning priorities and recognise the need for local authorities to respond 
to these pressures. However, I have been contacted by a number of my constituents living in Chorleywood who have 
expressed their concerns about the plans for Little Chalfont. These concerns particularly relate to the potential stage 2 
proposals. First, there is concern that the stage 2 development proposal relating to Burtons Lane (Green Belt Parcel No. 
29) will mean that Little Chalfont extends to within a third of a mile from Chorleywood. This has raised concerns that 
the two villages could begin to lose their separate identity. Second, there is concern that the stage 2 development 
proposal north of Little Chalfont (Green Belt Parcel No. 22a) will see the loss of countryside approaching the Chess 
Valley which is very popular with walkers. I wish to put on record the concerns of my constituents in respect of these 
proposals.  

  

Rep3901 Mr 
Peter Jones 

Stone Meadows are a resource for future generations and it criminal to plan to build on such an area of outstanding 
beauty and a real resource for the local community; furthermore it is impractical, stupid and short sighted to build on a 
flood meadow; furthermore local infrastructure would not support a general increase in local population; I would 
recommend the Chilterns DC very urgently reconsider any plan to downgrade this part of the Green Belt. 

  

Rep3902 Mr 
John King 

What could be more important than preserving the character, beauty & benefits of the Chess Valley? I realise planning 
ahead is a good & necessary activity. But it must be well informed, realistic beneficial & acceptable. Change & 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
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development are inevitable. Serious consideration must be made before any of the Green Belt is given up. I am not 
aware that any precise & good reasons are provided to justify these proposed developments. More homes will be 
needed & provision for employment. However it is & probably always will be true that this area will be influenced, if 
not governed, by its proximity to London. Office blocks have been built in this sort of area but are not used; eg the 
former airfield at Leavesden. Everybody knows that a vast number of amenities & services must be provided to support 
& make things viable. The well known list contains most importantly the need for adequate roads & transport space, 
hospitals, leisure facilities, schools, etc, etc. 

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

Rep3903 Ms 
Sian Griffiths 
RCA 
Regeneration 

Winkers Farm Club, Denham Lane. RCA Regeneration Ltd has been instructed by Mr and Mrs Maynard (the owners of 
Winkers Nightclub) to submit representations to the Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation Incorporating Issues and 
Options. We consider that the site represents an excellent opportunity for a residential-led mixed use development, to 
be promoted through the development plan process. You will be aware that initial site identification has concluded that 
the site could be subject to potential Green Belt release over the course of the coming years. The site is available and 
ready for development now as the site is in single ownership and the owners are keen to promote. The site comprises a 
nightclub, residential accommodation for the current owners, car parking, outbuildings and garden areas/landscaping. 
The site is accessed directly from Denham Lane via two main vehicular and pedestrian gateways. You will also be aware 
that there are (at the time of writing) live proposals for the redevelopment of the Winkers site to 4 dwellings. The site 
is located to the south and east of the main built up area of the large village of Chalfont St Peter. To the east is the 
M25, to the south is a golf course and to the north and west are residential properties, including the detached 
properties forming The Warren. The site is located on the edge of Chalfont St Peter and is entirely washed over by 
Green Belt. However, it is not subject to any other restrictive designations, and we consider it to be sustainably located. 
There are a number of employment opportunities available to prospective residents within the village centre of 
Chalfont St Peter and Gerrard’s Cross to the south. The site also within walking distance of a number of key local 
services including Calcot Medical Centre and the Misbourne GP Surgery and a number of schools in the village. The 
main shops, post office, banks and other facilities are located to the north and west of the site in the village centre. The 
site offers a unique opportunity to create a mix of uses that would complement the predominantly residential nature of 
the immediate locality, and we welcome further discussions with the planning authority at the appropriate time.  

  

Rep3904 Mr 
Matt Taylor 
JSA Architects 
on behalf of 
Bristal 

Site Promotion - Call for Sites Land at 5 Ellington Gardens, Taplow, Buckinghamshire SL6 0AY Following our recent 
discussions with the Planning Policy Team this week, we understand that whilst the ‘Call for Sites’ has technically now 
closed, the Council are still willing to consider new sites. Accordingly, on behalf of our Client, Bristal Investments Ltd, 
we are pleased to enclose the submission of our Site Promotion pack in relation to the development potential of the 
land at 5 Ellington Gardens in Taplow. Site Description The promotion site measures approximately 881sqm and is 

   



Classification: OFFICIAL          

688 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Investments 
Ltd 

broadly triangular in shape, located to the south of Ellington Gardens, a private residential road accessed off Ellington 
Road to the east. The site is located to the south of Taplow and falls within the defined ‘Taplow Riverside Settlement’ 
within the designated Metropolitan Green Belt. The site comprises 5 Ellington Gardens, a detached two-storey dwelling 
and an area of un-associated land to the west. This land currently comprises a block of residential ‘lock-up’ garages 
which are in a state of disrepair and in need of modernisation. These garages are privately owned and remain unused. 
This part of the site was previously overgrown with vegetation and trees which resulted in issues of fly tipping and anti-
social behaviour. More recently, however, our Client has undertaken major site clearance works to include the removal 
of most of the trees. The surrounding area is predominantly residential in character and the promotion site is bound on 
all sides by existing residential dwellings. The surrounding area is characterised by substantial two storey detached and 
semi-detached dwellings. Vehicular and pedestrian access to the site is provided off Ellington Gardens to the north. An 
existing public right of way runs along the southern site boundary however this falls outside of the Client’s ownership. - 
2 - The site is in a very sustainable location within less than 1 mile from Taplow Train Station and within close proximity 
to several local bus routes. The site is also within 3 miles of the M4 providing access to national road networks. The 
promotion site is also located within the Taplow Riverside Conservation Area which is characterised by Victorian and 
Edwardian riverside and suburban architecture. Dwellings in the surrounding area are typically two storey detached 
and semi-detached properties, with pitched tiled roofs and traditional features including bay windows and decorative 
timbered gables and upper floor facades. A row of four symmetrically proportioned detached houses are located 
opposite the site on Ellington Gardens. These properties are built in an Edwardian style and are considered to 
represent the overall characteristic of the Conservation Area as a whole. The promotion site is also located to the east 
of the River Thames and falls within Flood Zone 2. We note that following the creation of the Jubilee Channel, the flood 
risk of the site is likely to have reduced, however, the EA have failed to accurately update their Flood Maps for this and 
the wider area. Planning History The most recent and relevant planning application held within the Council’s archives in 
relation to the promotion site relates to an outline application submitted in 2014 for the erection of detached 
bungalow, following the demolition of the existing block of garages (LPA Ref: 14/01846/OUT). This application was 
refused on 17 November 2104 the grounds that by virtue of the proposed height, bulk and massing of the new 
dwelling, it was considered that the scheme would have a greater impact on the Green Belt than the existing built form 
on the site. It was also considered that the design of the proposed new dwelling would adversely impact the character 
and appearance of the Taplow Riverside Conservation Area. Furthermore, the site is located within Flood Zone 2 and as 
such a Flood Risk Assessment and Sequential Test should be applied. The application was not supported by a Sequential 
Test and as such the proposal failed to meet national and local planning policy in regard to flooding. The application 
also failed to provide adequate survey information to demonstrate that the protected species on the site, if present, 
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will not adversely be impacted upon as a result of this proposal. An Appeal was subsequently lodged against the 
Council’s decision to refuse planning permission (Appeal Ref: APP/N0410/W/15/3009603). The Inspector dismissed the 
Appeal as it was considered that the modern design approach failed to preserve or enhance the character or 
appearance of the Taplow Riverside Conservation Area. Importantly, however, the Inspector did not agree that the 
development of the site would be inappropriate development within the Green Belt. The site owner is confident that 
the design considerations can be overcome and that a Sequential Test can be passed and as such is currently in the 
process of preparing a revised planning application. Planning Policy The site falls within the administrative boundaries 
of South Bucks District Council wherein the planning policy context is provided through the National Planning Policy 
Framework (March 2012) and the ‘Development Plan’. The Development Plan for South Bucks District Council consists 
of the Core Strategy (2011) together with the saved policies of the Local Plan (1999). The Council is now progressing 
work on their emerging new joint Local Plan with Chiltern District Council through a ‘Call for Sites’. This process invites 
developers, landowners and other interested parties to submit site suggestions for potential future areas of 
development within the District. The site is currently identified to be within identified Green Belt settlement of Taplow 
Riverside wherein saved Local Plan Policy GB3 allows for limited residential infill development. The site also falls within 
the Conservation Area wherein new residential development is acceptable provided that the design would preserve or 
enhance the character and appearance of the area. The site also falls within Flood Zone 2 wherein more vulnerable 
uses such as residential development is considered to be compatible subject to passing the Sequential Test. Proposal It 
would be our Client’s intention to promote this site for residential redevelopment. Based upon the lock-up garage site 
alone, the site would be suitable for the provision of circa 3no detached dwellings with associated parking and amenity 
space, following the demolition of the existing garages. The proposal would therefore contribute much needed housing 
stock towards the Borough’s housing supply requirements in accordance with Core Strategy Policy 1. The scheme 
would represent limited infilling within the Taplow Riverside settlement in accordance with saved Local Plan Policy 
GB3. Accordingly, the proposal would not be deemed as ‘inappropriate development’ within the context of the Green 
Belt. The site would be accessed in accordance with existing access arrangements off Ellington Gardens and therefore 
would not give rise to any significant highways safety implications. Design The promotion site is located within the 
Taplow Riverside Conservation Area which is characterised by traditionally designed buildings which typically includes 
pitched roofs. The development proposal would be carefully considered to form an appropriate design approach which 
looks to reflect and enhance key characteristics of the Conservation Area. The illustrative scheme which supports this 
submission proposes 3no dwellings which are one and half storeys in height allowing for a pitched roof design whilst 
also minimising the bulk and massing of the dwellings, given the Green belt context. The dwellings would have an 
approximate footprint of 65sqm which is commensurate with the scale of development in the surrounding area. The 
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site layout also makes provision an area of private amenity space and off-street parking for each dwelling. The 
dwellings would utilise materials to match existing dwellings in the surrounding area whilst incorporating elements of 
local design and distinctiveness. Accordingly, the redevelopment of the site to provide circa 3no detached dwellings is 
considered to be in keeping with the character of the area and appropriate within the context of ‘limited infilling’ in 
accordance with saved Local Plan Policies GB3 and C1. Flooding The site is located within Flood Zone 2 wherein 
residential development is considered to be acceptable as a ‘more vulnerable use’. It would be necessary to pass the 
Sequential Test in order to demonstrate that there are no preferable available sites within a lower risk area in a 
reasonable catchment of the site. The Client is in the process of producing a Sequential Test and early indications 
suggest that there are few comparable sites within a reasonable catchment of the site and so it is likely that the 
Sequential Test will be passed. Ecology The Council have confirmed that the existing building, given its age and state, 
has the potential to accommodate bats. Accordingly, a Phase 1 Bat Survey has been undertaken at the site in order to 
determine the likely presence of bats. Early discussions with the Ecologist has suggested that bats are unlikely to be 
present and even if species are found, the redevelopment of the site would provide an excellent opportunity to 
introduce additional bat roosts. Summary In light of the above, the site is considered to represent a suitable ‘infill’ site 
within the Green Belt settlement. Furthermore, the site is currently occupied by a degraded and utilitarian garage block 
and therefore offers an excellent opportunity to enhance the Conservation Area. The site also falls within the ‘medium 
risk’ (Flood Zone 2) area wherein residential development is considered to be acceptable in principle subject to passing 
the Sequential Test. The site falls under one ownership and is available immediately for development. Accordingly, the 
site is considered to be deliverable within the next 5 years and therefore is suitable for allocation in the forthcoming 
Local Plan. We trust this site provides an attractive development opportunity and we look to receiving updates on the 
progression of the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment. 

Rep3905 Mrs 
Joanne Wright 

I am writing to add my views to the very high eve of complaints and worry about the possibility of considerable housing 
being built in our fabulous village. My key areas of complaint are : 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. 
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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. The pan is beyond ridiculous. there re many other 
parts of the Chiltern that would be far more appropriate to build on. why on earth would you build on land that is 
already a considerable flood plain area??? Apart from the infrastructure and AONB, the flood plain will be a total 
nightmare for all hose living on its and all those around. please please do not let this crazy decision happen! 

Rep3906 Mrs 
Madeline 
Hutchings 

I object to green belt land, being used for housing, when there are plenty of empty building's in this area which could 
be utilised for this purpose.  

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

Rep3908 Ms 
Erika Fernberg 

As a resident of Farnham Common, here are my comments regarding the Local Plan Initial Consultation Document 
regarding the areas highlighted to the South of Farnham Common: I disagree with development being carried out over 
any of the recreational areas as they should be maintained as they provide a valuable amenity for the population of the 
Farnhams area with Farnham Park in particular playing a pivotal role in this area. As we live in an area with an ageing 
population consideration needs to be given to housing the elderly with a focus on care facilities. The protection of 
Burnham Beeches needs to be taken into consideration when deciding the amount of new housing to be allocated in 
the Farnhams. An increase in population will have a detrimental effect on Burnham Beeches and must be managed 
accordingly. I do not support the expansion of Slough, North of its' borders into The Farnhams. SBC needs to be held 
accountable for the housing needs of Slough and refrain from choosing to build commercial properties instead. If the 
threat from SBC continues then consideration needs to be given by South Bucks & Chiltern to conduct their own 
thorough analysis of the Slough Borough to identify any suitable opportunities. For example the far end of Slough High 
Street has empty units and could be considered for Housing redevelopment. To protect against this expansion into 
South Bucks and maintain the characters of the 2 villages in the Farnhams, the Green Belt areas need to be protected 
and further areas of natural beauty/special interests identified and a buffer created or where will it stop? The local 
infastructure needs to be considered in terms of the amount of new housing. The A355 is a very busy road and both the 
villages will be subjected to an increase in traffic which will long term not be sustainable. Already it is difficult to park in 
Farnham Common village and there are long queues in and out of the village at peak times causing tailbacks and 
difficulty in getting through the centre of Farnham Common. The impact on the local schools and health facilities will 
need to be considered with a view to increasing capacity for both. To further identify a suitable housing plan in the 
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Farnhams Area the Local Parish Council should be given more time to canvass the residents for ideas and opinions. 
Many residents are unaware of and some have only just become aware of this consultation,like myself, and I feel that 
there should be more time given to respond to this document along with increased publicity from both councils to 
make as many residents as possible aware of these proposals. Finally could consideration be made, if not already, into 
creating Garden Village/s within Bucks. The benefits of creating carefully planned communities could well outweigh the 
downsides of adding to existing communities with insufficient infrastructures. 

Rep3909 Mr A 
King 

I have recently learnt with dismay of the proposals for Little Chalfont in the above plan. Not only am I aghast at the 
thought of the AONBs and green belt being built on but am also wondering what the point of them is if they can be 
dismissed so readily. People live here because of the ANOB and green belt status and quite rightly expect to be able to 
enjoy them for years to come. The beautiful Chess Valley and surrounding countryside that is enjoyed and appreciated 
by so many locals and visitors will be no more. Lost forever – a frightening thought. The impact of many more people 
and traffic on the surrounding area is of great concern. Trains are already full to capacity in the rush hours as is the car 
parking at stations. The hospitals and health care are already stretched. Being fairly close to the border with 
Hertfordshire you probably don't care what the impact will be on neighbouring villages and roads in Herts. The main 
A404 Amersham Road, which crosses the M25, is already thoroughly congested during morning and evening rush hours 
and will not really be able to handle extra traffic generated by new housing developments and business parks in Little 
Chalfont. Already there has been a major accident outside St Clement Danes School involving a child. Similarly, rush 
hour in the lanes will become far more hazardous with the extra volume of traffic. Please do reconsider the proposals 
and look for alternative brown field sites that wouldn't have such a devastating impact. 

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

Rep3910 Mrs 
Antoinette 
Morgan-
Timms 

I object to the proposal reclassify the Mill Meadow area from green belt land so that it can then be used for residential 
housing on the following grounds:- 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 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, the Grammar schools are also 

 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 
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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 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 

the opportunities that are 

available on brownfield sites. 
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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 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. The Scout 
group has over 200 Beaver / Cub / Scouts using the Hut, plus our own 35 Explorers - roughly 240 children covering the 
age range 6 - 18 years old. In all nine colony / pack / troop / units operate out of the Scout Hut across six days of the 
week. The secured hut grounds and the access to Mill Meadow and Millenium Woods allow many traditional activities 
(bivvis, bonfires, wide games) which would be far more difficult from a site without access to outside space. The area is 
prone to flooding - remember the meeting we had raft races in the car-park! Even though we have good flood defences 
and the walls and doors were not breached, for months the water table was so high that water continuously found it's 
way up through the floor. Not an ideal situation in someone's home! Mill Meadow is used as playing fields for the C of E 
Middle School, it is also used by a junior club at evenings and weekend for football matches / training. CSPA no other 
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access to green fields for sports. 

Rep3911 Miss 
Ella Snowden 

There is a very real and significant danger that the desire to meet the housing needs will gradually erode the beautiful 
countryside that surrounds and defines Little Chalfont. Once gone, the Green Belt areas and areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty will never return, because we live on a small island with an every increasing population. You can 
concede countryside to the developers, but you will never achieve the opposite. With a little erosion here, and a little 
there, it will only be a few generations before villages like Little Chalfont become indistinguishable from other 
neighbourhoods such as Chorleywood and the Green Belt / AONB will disappear. Councils should have a farsighted 
vision because each generation will not remember the concessions of the past. What will seem like a small concession 
by each generation will become very large when looking at cumulatively over a few generations. The successive 
watering down of planning legislation that exists to protect the beautiful countryside in the UK is in danger of changing 
the landscape forever. The AONB and Green Belt in Little Chalfont supports a huge range of wild life including wild 
deer, rabbits, badgers, birds of prey and so on, all of which would be severally impacted by significant further 
developments. I do not believe Little Chalfont should play a role in meeting any of the housing needs. The area has 
already suffered from lots of recent unpopular development, including the Bell Lane estate and the Donkey Field 
development. It is only a small village and any sites which are developed will have a significant impact on the semi-rural 
feel of the village. The catchment for Little Chalfont Primary School is already at breaking point, a position further 
worsened by the Donkey Field Development. Any more development would require increased capacity in the Little 
Chalfont Primary School catchment area i.e. a two form entry. There should be more frequent trains into London from 
Chalfont & Latimer station. You would expect a seat on a train into London at this distance, but this is often not the 
case at peak times. It will become significantly worse once the Donkey Field development is complete, and any further 
housing in the area will surely require a more frequent train service at peak times. It should be really important for the 
main flow of traffic to be kept to the existing urban parts of Little Chalfont. It is imperative to avoid having to widen 
narrow rural lanes, which if happened would set a worrying precedent and severely damage the rural village feel of 
Little Chalfont. There is very limited parking at the parade of shops in Little Chalfont and the current system of ‘one out, 
one in’ will not work if the population significantly increases (and also if the new development is in areas away from the 
village centre which would encourage more driving 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.  

Rep3912 Mr 
John Barnett 

I am a resident of Little Chalfont. I am strongly opposed to the proposals for housing and employment development in 
Little Chalfont and the neighbouring areas within the Chiltern District, as set out in the Local Plan. My comments, with 
reference to the key consultation questions, are set out below. In reference to Question 8 in the Local Plan, whilst I 
recognise there are national housing and economic development needs, this does not justify the release of Green Belt 
land. The Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives evidence document confirms that for Little Chalfont, "development at 

 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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this location would lead to loss of Green Belt. It would encroach on those features identified in the character 
assessment such as open farmland and woodland cover in particular." Moreover, it also confirms that "one of the sites 
is located in the nationally important Chilterns AONB. Development at this site will change the character from rural to 
urban edge." The Green Belt should be conserved - it was created as a constraint to over-development and this should 
be upheld, rather than seen as a reserve of land for building on. The evidence document has identified the threat to the 
Chilterns AONB, Much of the land around Little Chalfont, incuding areas west of Stony Lane, and near the A404 is in the 
AONB. This asset should be protected. Furthermore, in reference to Question 17, under these plans, this area, which is 
already built up and congested, would almost double in size in four years. This is totally unreasonable and amounts to 
major development of Green Belt and rural areas which will substantially change the character of this area. Little 
Chalfont has already undergone significant development in recent years (eg Bell Lane and land behind Chenies Parade). 
It should be removed from Chiltern's shortlist of main settlements for growth under this Local Plan. Additionally, the 
infrastructure of Little Chalfont is not sufficient to support the proposed growth. Already the village suffers from traffic 
congestion as we have the A404 running through our centre. The trains are also over-crowded. This proposed 
development will not be sustainable for Little Chalfont. Overall, in my opinion the proposed Local Plan has the potential 
to adversely affect the quality of life enjoyed by residents of Little Chalfont. Like many, I enjoy living here because of 
the character and natural beauty of the Chilterns AONB and Green Belt landscapes. Housing and economic 
development should respect that and identify alternative ways to meet the demand. 

implications for individual 
settlements.   
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 

Rep3913 Mrs 
Susan Shaw 

My family and I moved to Chalfont St Peter (CSP) in May 1980 before the M25 was completed and the A413 relatively 
quiet. We live off the Lower Road on the Gerrards Cross (GX) side opposite the parcel of land in the Green Belt which 
the Baptist church owners proposed developing approximately 20 years ago (refused), and which has been suggested 
as a site for housing and economic development. The land is mainly woodland with a river running through it and very 
old oak trees, the public footpath links the Lower Road to the A413 and then the Colne Valley Park part of the Green 
Chain around London. The woodland is an attractive local amenity buffering the local residents from the noise and 
pollution from an extremely busy A413. Following the cycle path into Chalfont Park there are new build offices, some of 
which have never been occupied and remain empty after many years. There was considerable disruption to the flow of 
the River Misbourne and the natural habitat of wildlife when they were built. Why do we need more office space in the 
same area when we cannot utilise existing premises? Why don't we convert these empty offices into accommodation? 
We should consider brownfield sites, empty offices, buildings and derelict land first and foremost. There have been 
empty shops for upward of 2 years in CSP is it possible to ask the landlord to convert to dwellings instead of sitting on 
their investments? Development of industry etc on A413 and housing on the parcel of land opposite will lead to an ugly 
approach to historical CSP mentioned in the Domesday Book and which is a destination for people outside 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. 
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Most industrial sites are tucked away e.g. Amersham, Chesham, High Wycombe. As far as offering economic 
development Citrix a company based in Chalfont Park runs a minibus for staff to GX station so unless you include 
business rates and taxes in the economic development there is little benefit to the local economy for more of the same. 
I think everyone appreciates the Green Belt which prevents urban sprawl which can be seen where planning laws have 
been relaxed. MILL MEADOW is where my husband played football in his youth, where my daughter's school played 
sport and where she discovered her love of sport and later represented Buckinghamshire in hockey. The Community 
Centre was an essential part of life for ballet lessons, exercise classes, children's parties, art classes, amateur dramatics, 
dressmaking and now U3A meetings. In the same area the CSP Garden Club Hut supplies goods and advice and is a hub 
for keen gardeners. The play area is always busy after school and in the holidays. How can CDC possibly conceive that it 
is a good idea to build on a flood plain, an area which is so vital to village life providing, adult education, leisure, tennis, 
football, allotments, school sports, playground facilities, walking not to mention a memorial orchard. It should be 
mentioned that Mr Bob Older has led a working party to clear the River Misbourne periodically for many years in order 
to keep it flowing. Planning permission for 600 houses is very generous but we may need more and if we do should we 
not consider empty offices, shops derelict buildings before we start looking at Green Belt?  

Rep3914 Mrs 
Gabrielle 
Battrick 

I think the scale of development outside the M25 and on the green belt land should be kept to a minimum. I am in 
agreement with the Stoke Poges Parish Council and the development should be kept to the areas they specify in our 
historically important village. 

  

Rep3915 Mrs 
Marilyn Rae 

I write to inform you that I fully endorse the contents of SENSE4CSP and Chalfont St Peter Parish Council Local Plan 
submission document. 

  

Rep3916 Miss 
Sarah Inkpen 

I object to the proposal of Chiltern District Council to use areas of Green Belt land around Little Chalfont for housing 
and employment development. The main reasons for my objections are: 1. Green Belt land was specifically created to 
prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of reserve building land. 2. Many of the identified areas 
of land are within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), which is an important national asset. 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 of new housing compared to neighbouring 
areas. 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 object the proposed use of 
land behind Chessfield Park and adjacent to the well-used and popular Westwood Park, as this would be an 
unacceptable loss of open countryside adjacent to woodland regularly used by locals and visitors to 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.  
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
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Rep3917 Mr & 
Mrs Philip and 
Lesley Rudd 

We are Farnham Common residents and have the following comments to make in respect of the consultation. Q1 Do 
you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, on the draft 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan 
process? We support the functional economic market areas being used, linking The Farnhams area with the Central 
Bucks Central Buckinghamshire housing market area. Beyond this we are not able to comment constructively on the 
technical aspects of the housing needs assessment. Q2 Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in 
relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? 
We note and support strongly the rejection in the draft HELAA, of the following areas in the Farnhams area, and 
comment that they include the Farnham Park sports fields, an extremely valuable location for both formal and informal 
recreation. We do not believe that they should be taken forward for further consideration once having been rejected 
for strong reasons. SB0037 - Land on East Side of Beaconsfield Road, Farnham Common, "Green Belt not previously 
developed land" SB0048 - Land East and West of Purton Lane, Farnham Common, "Green Belt not previously developed 
land" SB0074 - Land to the East of Beaconsfield Road, Farnham Common, "Green Belt not previously developed land" 
We also comment later in this submission on the structural impact on short and long term development that the 
inclusion of sites at Stoke Poges and the Farnhams in the options assessment is likely to have. Q4 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. We generally support the Vision and Objectives, 
noting particularly that they reflect those of the previously emerging Local Plan for South Bucks, with its strong views 
on maintenance of the Green Belt, and subject to recognition of the importance of local characteristics in the 
formulation of detailed policies and site assessments. Q5 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? We consider that the following spatial strategy options should be considered, and 
applied in the order set out below: 1 making the most efficient use of land within built-up areas. 2 urban extensions to 
main settlements (Beaconsfield, Gerrards Cross and Burnham etc), but excluding ‘ribbon’ development north of Slough 
in order not to create de facto coagulation of Stoke Poges and Farnham Common with Slough 3 expansion of nearby 
settlements outside the District through the Duty to Co-Operate, for example in Aylesbury Vale. Q6 Do you have 
comments on the individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options? 
It is our view that the green belt land between Slough and Stoke Poges and between Farnham Royal and Farnham 
Common is of major importance, and should be preserved for the following amongst other reasons: • the land between 
Farnham Royal and Farnham Common contains highly valuable formal and informal recreational space which must 
continue to be protected for the interests of both South Bucks residents and those of adjacent authorities. • It also 
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forms an introduction to a more rural/village environment in Farnham Common/Stoke Poges which should at all costs 
be protected • the allocation of this land for development would create two effective ribbons of development, 
extending the highly urban nature of Slough into essentially rural/village environments: • such a form of development 
within the context of the joint Local Plan would create an inevitability that the land between the ribbons of 
development would eventually come under pressure either during the life of the emerging localg plan or thereafter, 
leading to a massive extension of Slough, onto land between Stoke Poges and Farnham Common, in South 
Buckinghamshire. This area of South Bucks must retain its special character and not become a sacrificial lamb to the 
housing land requirements of the joint authorities, under unreasonable pressure from the demands of Slough…….it 
must be recognised that in practice the provision of these extensions to Slough would not contribute effectively to a 
resolution of the joint authorities housing needs, but to those of Slough. The potential allocations south of Farnham 
Common and Stoke Poges should not therefore proceed. Q7 Do you have any comments on the suggested level of 
unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? Recognising the pressures created by the housing demand projections on the 
joint authorities we support the request to AVDC to consider the potential to provide up to 7500 units to support the 
adjacent authority housing requirements, if AVDC can do so without unduly compromising its ability to meet its own 
requirements . We do not however support any possible provision for Slough housing and employment demands within 
South Bucks as any such development would decrease the options for the joint local authorities to meet its own 
demands within its boundaries……… .any such allocation would simply exacerbate our own problems. Indeed as already 
expressed any development adjacent to Slough is likely to de facto contribute to Slough’s needs rather than those of 
South Bucks, whether that is intended or not. Q14 Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? We have 
significant concerns over the operational and safety aspects of A355, through Farnham Common, which carries high 
volumes of traffic at peak times, and has a significant and growing load of HGV’s, to the detriment of safety and 
environment within Farnham Common. We would wish to see consideration of route strategies and traffic calming as 
part of the environmental management of the area. We would also wish to see specific protection of the major 
recreational facility at Farnham Park. 

Rep3918 Mrs 
Christine 
Burroughs 

I am writing to express my concerns over the proposed plans to redesignate certain areas of green belt and areas of 
outstanding natural beauty around Little Chalfont for potential future development. My main concerns are listed 
below: 1. Schools: We weren't able to get our children into a school that was 1/2 a mile away from our property. 
Further catchment areas will become significantly smaller should some of the proposed sites become developed. 2. Rail 
transport: Being a commuter into London I have already witnessed an increased demand on the Metropolitan line and 
Chiltern Railways services. Major new developments could place an overbearing burden on this vital service for existing 
commuters. 3. Road network: Some of the proposed sites would need significantly larger road access. I also have 
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concerns over the amount extra traffic that would generated in and around the A404 which is already a busy road. 
Combined with the potential disruption caused by the development of HS2 the current road network would be put 
under considerable strain by any major development in and around the Little Chalfont area. 4. Local amenities: The 
current shopping parade and in particular it's parking facilities are already inadequate. Again I have concerns that 
future developments will place an answerable demand on these amenities. 5. Sport and recreation: The plan to include 
Westwood Park I find particularly worrisome. It currently provides a major outlet for the younger generation of Little 
Chalfont to partake in vitally important physical activities. 6. Character and beauty of the existing area: Some of the 
areas and in particular Westwood and the fields down to the chess valley are an area of outstanding natural beauty and 
any development at all of this area would have a significant impact of the charm and character of the area. Also the 
plan to designate the two fields either of the A404 as you enter Little Chalfont as employment development, would 
mean potentially turning existing fields and beautiful views into unsightly industrial estates. 

Rep3920 Mrs 
Jasmine 
Turner 

I am submitting the response as I am very concerned about the area of search indentified for strategic employment 
options within the green belt of Chesham. Appendix 5 shows an area which includes Nashleigh Hill Park. This park is 
used by local residents - including our family - and to have the risk of the this being taken awawy I feel isn't justified or 
necessary. An industrial estate built on this site will have a huge detrimental impact both socially and environmentally. 
It would be an eyesore, ruining a beautiful rural space which is enjoyed by many. The proximity of the site to existing 
houses is of particular concern. The impact on their lives would be significant and not one which I feel is justified, or 
outweighe by a need for local employment sites. There is not an alternative search area included in the local plan and it 
is not clear why this area has been selected above any other possible site when part of is sits so closely to existing 
housing and would mean building on a children's playground - surely this is not morally acceptable. 

  

Rep3921 Mr 
Craig Pettit 
Barton 
Wilmore LLP 
on behalf of 
Farmglade Ltd 

RESPONSE SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF FARMGLADE LIMITED (LAND OFF AMERSHAM ROAD / LONGBOTTOM LANE, 
BEACONSFIELD; LITTLE ACRES FARM, DENHAM; AND LAND AT TATLING END) The following representations are 
submitted on behalf of our client, Farmglade Limited, in response to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial 
(Regulation 18) Consultation. It is advised that previous representations, submitted in relation to the South Bucks Local 
Plan Initial Consultation and 'Call for Sites' consultation (no longer being prepared), will not be taken into consideration 
as part of the new Joint Local Plan. These representations seek to update the Council with regard to the availability of 
the land outlined herein further to representations submitted on behalf of Farmglade Limited in response to the South 
Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation and responding to the specific questions posed within the consultation document. 
An imperative starting point in the preparation of a Local Plan should be a robust and up-to-date evidence base, as set 
out in paragraph 158 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). However and as we outline below, whilst the 
Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment (prepared by Arup) is referred to within these representations, South Bucks 
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District Council has advised that the full report would not be available during the consultation. Therefore, we are not in 
a position to comment on the assessment which has resulted in the areas identified as potential Green Belt release 
options. Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas 
being used, on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of 
the Joint Local Plan Process? It is noted that South Bucks District is situated within two Housing Market Areas: Central 
Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area and Berkshire Housing Market Area. Moreover, Point 'e)' within paragraph 2.3 
of the consultation document states that the 'best fit' for a Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan is a Buckinghamshire 
Housing Market Area and Functional Economic Market Area comprising Chiltern, South Bucks, Wycombe and Aylesbury 
Vale districts. However at point 'f)' within paragraph 2.3 it states that the Berkshire authorities are undertaking their 
own studies which may come to a different conclusion for example they may conclude there are two housing market 
areas, where an East Berkshire area may adjoin/partially overlap with South Bucks District. It should be noted that 
paragraph 159 of the NPPF requires local planning authorities to work with neighbouring authorities, in the preparation 
of their SHMA, where HMA's cross administrative boundaries. Notwithstanding the above, it is noted within a report 
published by the London Assembly entitled Up or Out: A false choice (January 2016) that reference is made to the 
Inspectors Report into the Further Alterations to the London Plan. Paragraph 5.4 of the document states that the 
Inspector "recommended that the Mayor should engage local planning authorities beyond the GLA s boundaries in 
discussions regarding accommodating sufficient numbers of new homes'~ However, it is also noted in a letter to the 
Mayor of London on 27th January, 2016 and in partial response to the Inspectors comments as outlined above, 
Brandon Lewis acknowledged that the "anticipated growth in London s population is likely to have a significant impact 
on the surrounding areas'~ However Mr Lewis, in noting the Mayors commitment to work closely with local authorities 
outside London, suggested that "authorities outside London face their own issues and challenges in meeting their own 
needs, which may impact on their ability to accommodate Londons unmet housing needs'~ Mr Lewis concluded by 
stating that  regional planning had been abolished and there is "no intention of resurrecting SERPLAN or the South East 
Plan'~ South Bucks District has been included in two recent DAN reports; the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA and the 
draft Berkshire SHMA. The draft Berkshire SHMA (January 2016) provides an DAN for South Bucks District of 376 dpa to 
2036, in contrast to the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA which provides an DAN of 353 dpa to 2036. Furthermore, the 
emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan utilises the lower of the two figures in providing a target of 355 dpa to 
2036. This is particularly noteworthy as it is considered that the SHMA figure may indeed require further upward 
adjustment for a number of factors, not least the unmet need arising from London. It is emphasised that paragraph 47 
of the NPPF requires local authorities 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. It is concluded therefore, 
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that further work needs to be undertaken to ascertain the most up-to-date evidence base and in accordance with 
paragraph 47 of the NPPF, the DAN figure for the South Bucks District. Question 2: Do you have any comments on the 
draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether 
additional sites should be added? Map 6.1b 'Areas for Further Consideration at Stage 2 for Chiltern and South Bucks, 
South' within the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment outlines a wider area surrounding parcel 47a for 
'Consideration in Stage 2'. However, a number of sites within this area were excluded following the Stage 1 Assessment 
of the Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (January 2016). Whilst their location within the Green 
Belt may have largely predetermined this outcome, the subsequent findings of the Green Belt Assessment would 
indicate this as being an area of opportunity. As mentioned, the full Green Belt Assessment was not made available 
during the consultation period, therefore the exact reasoning for this area being outlined for 'further consideration' is 
unknown. However, paragraph 4.3.4 of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1A: Methodology states that " 
... 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'~ Conversely therefore, it is assumed those areas which are deemed suitable for further consideration, are 
not meeting the purposes of a Green Belt as outlined within the NPPF. Referring to Table 3 of the HELAA, wherein it 
states areas of Green Belt ranked poorly within the assessment should be revisited, it now seems pertinent to reassess 
this area in light of the information and conclusions contained within the Buckingham Green Belt Assessment. 
Furthermore, it is also noted that within the consultation document the area referred, is outlined as a 'Built Area 
Extension Option'. Moreover, Farmglade controls land off Amersham Road and Longbottom Lane, immediately to the 
east of Beaconsfield and north of the opportunity area identified within both the Green Belt Assessment and the 
consultation document. It is considered that the inclusion of this land has the potential to provide a more 
comprehensive opportunity area for expansion to the east of Beaconsfield and the potential to consider a more 
extensive bypass route; removing through traffic from the Amersham Road (A355) between the junctions of 
Ledborough Lane and A40. Currently it is understood that the proposed Beaconsfield bypass will begin south of the 
railway line at a point near the junction of Maxwell Road and Amersham Road (A355). Notwithstanding the above, it 
would seem logical to have a level of consistency within documents which assess, in detail, the same areas of land. In 
doing so, the additional land outlined above is promoted to the Council on behalf of our client, to be included within 
the eastern Built Area Extension Option. 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? The consultation document outlines a proportion 
of Denham and the surrounding area as an 'Employment Area of Search', specifically to the south of the settlement, 
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which was also identified within the Green Belt Assessment conducted by ARUP. Within this location Farmglade owns 
the land at Little Acres Farm, situated to the south of the A40 on the edge of Denham. The site was rejected at Stage 1 
of the HELAA, due to its location within the Green Belt; as outlined within the HELAA Methodology. However, the 
Green Belt Assessment conducted by ARUP outlines Denham for 'further consideration in stage 2'. Therefore, if 
aspirations for growth are being explored to the south of Denham, it is considered that this site could offer significant 
potential for small scale residential development to coincide with any other proposed development, residential or 
economic, within this area. Furthermore, the site and other land in the vicinity is previously developed land and now 
considered surplus to requirements. Therefore not only is it considered to currently offer a limited contribution to the 
Green Belt, it also presents a future significant sustainable opportunity for redevelopment; in accordance with 
paragraph 89 of the NPPF. 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. The consultation document states that the new joint plan will, inter alia, draw on existing core strategy 
visions ... " in order to create the Joint Local Plan Vision and Objectives. The vision and objectives need to ensure that 
both Councils plan positively in order to meet housing, economic and other development needs of the district, in 
conjunction with conserving and enhancing the natural and historic environment. The vision should therefore 
comprehensively outline the approach for meeting the objectively assessed needs across the district and in doing so, 
ensure that all economic, social and environmental considerations are addressed, as required by paragraph 154 of the 
NPPF. The adopted South Bucks Core Strategy outlines the settlements which are the principle focus for growth within 
the district to 2026. In drawing on these existing visions the emerging Joint Local Plan should consider all options for 
meeting the objectively assessed needs of the area, including Green Belt release as set out within paragraph 83 of the 
NPPF. Consequently, the conclusions of the Green Belt Review, in conjunction with the findings of the Buckinghamshire 
Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment and Stage 2 of the HELAA, will better inform the most 
appropriate vision for the district. 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? The consultation document states that 44% of respondents previously consulted on the former 
South Bucks District Local Plan Initial Consultation, favoured making more efficient use of land within built-up areas. 
Although no weight is attached to the result of the previous consultation, indeed it is stated that previous 
representations will not be taken into consideration, high level feedback is used at the beginning of each section within 
the consultation document. In this regard, it should be noted from the outset that the levels of need far outweigh the 
capacity for further development within existing built-up areas; as outlined in the consultation document at paragraph 
4.7. Furthermore, the constrained nature of the existing settlements within the district and the extent of the Green 
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Belt, indicate that the Green Belt should be explored to provide a contribution to this need. In response to the spatial 
options outlined within the consultation document, it is considered that no one option can provide the level of growth 
required in a sustainable manner. It is therefore deemed that 'Option L' is the most appropriate spatial strategy, 
wherein a combination of options are utilised in order to meet the need of the district. It is further suggested that 
'Option L' should include, but not be limited to, Options C, E and F, for the reasons outlined below: When considering 
built area extensions, the principle settlements within the district offer significant potential due to the range of 
services, provisions and infrastructure which already exist. Indeed, as the consultation document states, preliminary 
work has already identified strategic options for further testing and consideration, at the principle settlements. It is 
suggested that given the urban nature of the principle settlement, the release of land from the Green Belt will have a 
negligible impact upon the Green Belt as a whole. Notwithstanding the above, it is considered that a wide range of 
settlements have the potential to also accommodate a proportion of growth in line with their existing infrastructure. 
Consequently, the consultation document also states that in this regard, preliminary work has also identified strategic 
options for further testing and consideration as part of the next stage of the Local Plan. Certain settlements contained 
within the Green Belt are not inset and moreover, many of their development boundaries do not represent the extent 
of the built environment. This is particularly the case in Denham where the development boundary and associated 
Policy GB3 defines only the land to the north of the A40, leaving the remainder of the settlement outside the 
development boundary and within the Green Belt. Furthermore, Tatling End is also situated within the Green Belt and 
defined under Policy GB3. However Tatling End is a settlement with an unusual concentration of commercial land use, 
not sympathetic to the Green Belt policy deSignation, and therefore would seem more appropriate to be inset from the 
Green Belt, together with its proposed built area extension. This view is reinforced by the Green Belt Assessment, 
wherein Tatling End is outlined as an area 'for further consideration in stage2'. Question 6: Do you have any comments 
on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options? Option C - Land 
off Amersham RoadlLongbottom Lane, Beaconsfield Page 29 of the consultation document states that "The options do 
not include all Green Belt areas to be tested. For example other potential small sites or smaller Green Belt changes may 
be considered'~ As detailed under question 2 above, it is considered that this parcel of land could effectively link to the 
Built Area Extension Option outlined within the consultation document. As previously stated, Little Acres Farm is an 
area of previously developed land which is promoted as available. The site is also within the Employment Area of 
Search as outlined within the consultation document and it is therefore considered that this site could be included as a 
small scale residential· option, to sit alongside any employment development. Option F - Tatling End As detailed under 
question 5 above, it is considered that the character of Tatling End does not make an important contribution to the 
openness of the Green Belt, and the character of the village is more than capable of being protected via development 
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management policies, as outlined within paragraph 86 of the NPPF. Therefore it is suggested that this is one area which 
could be inset from the Green Belt, with a view to providing an enhanced capacity to accommodate additional housing 
and other development, in order to meet the needs of the district and to make Tatling End itself a more sustainable 
settlement. Notably, the Green Belt assessment has also concluded Tatling End as an 'area for consideration in stage 2'. 
Question 7: Do you have any comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? The 
constrained nature of both Chiltern and South Bucks districts, due mainly to the Green Belt and AONB, is appreciated. 
However, it is noted at paragraph 4.11 of the consultation document that Chiltern and South Bucks districts have made 
submissions to the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Issues and Options consultation, with regard to exploring the scope for 
7,500 dwellings and supporting employment to be located within Aylesbury Vale, through Duty to Co-operate 
negotiations. In our view it is premature to identify a significant unmet housing need of 7,500 dwellings, prior to the 
finalisation of the Green Belt Assessment and HELAA, which will help to establish the capacity for future development 
within Chiltern and South Bucks districts. Chiltern and South Bucks districts should make every effort to meet their full 
DAN within their existing administrative boundaries. In this regard, it is considered that the opportunity to 
comprehensively evaluate the Green Belt through the Green Belt review must be utilised to its full potential, in bringing 
forward a sufficient number of sites to ensure they have the best opportunity to reduce the amount of unmet need 
within the boundary of the districts. Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the Councils can 
meet its local affordable housing need? In accordance with paragraph 47 of the NPPF, local authorities should use their 
evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for affordable housing in the 
housing market area. Based upon the available evidence (the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA) the full DAN is 4,200 
affordable homes. In relation to how the districts should meet this need, it is considered that all suitable future 
development sites should contribute to the affordable housing requirement, unless it can be demonstrated through 
viability evidence that this is unachievable. Moreover, exporting 7,500 homes will mean that affordable housing needs 
will not be met locally, which may have a significant impact on the ability of some local residents to live within the 
district. Question 9: Do you have any comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and 
Travelling Showpeople? No comment. Question 10: How do you think the loint local Plan can best meet specialist 
elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? No comment. Question 11: Do you have 
a view on the Heritage Strategy - for example views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of 
life and our sense of place and community? It is noted that the heritage strategy will also provide a platform for local 
community stakeholders to identify a list of local heritage assets which are not already protected, as stated in 
paragraph 7.4 of the consultation document. Furthermore, paragraph 8.4 of the draft heritage strategy states that once 
the aforementioned list is compiled, it will then be used as a material consideration in the determination of planning 
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applications. It is therefore considered fundamental that the criteria used to identify the heritage assets is carefully 
determined, to prevent it being used as a tool to restrict sustainable development proposals, which may otherwise 
enhance the heritage asset. Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should 
be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important locally? No comment. 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. No comment. Question 14: Do you have any nominations for local Measures? No 
comment. Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7? It is noted that the scope 
of policies includes a policy on 'Sustainable Development' which IS In accordance with the NPPF. However, it is 
considered that reference should also be made to the importance of both districts bringing forward sustainable 
development sites, to ensure they are able to meet the full CAN in accordance with the NPPF. In relation to the 
proposed policy concerning 'Development in the Green Belt' it is considered that the plan should make clear the areas 
that are to be released from the Green Belt, particularly regarding sites which will assist in meeting the housing needs 
of the districts. It is considered that the proposed 'Housing Proposal Sites' policy should also make reference to the 
importance of bringing forward as many sustainable sites as possible, in order to plan positively in seeking to achieve 
the full CAN within both districts. Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity 
Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIl ? No comment. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like 
the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or 
opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? In order to ensure the emerging Joint Local Plan 
is progressed in a timely manner the Green Belt Assessment, HEDNA and HELAA all need to be finalised cohesively so 
that the needs and development options can be planned for comprehensively through the Joint Local Plan. In the 
absence of an interrelationship between these evidence documents, it will be difficult to proceed to the next stage of 
the Local Plan process, and it is suggested that the risk of failing the tests of soundness, as set out within the NPPF, will 
be high. Finally, we have identified three areas where new housing could be delivered in sustainable locations; at 
Beaconsfield, Tatling End and Denham. Therefore in conjunction with the finalisation of the aforementioned 
documents, we would welcome the opportunity to discuss the potential of these sites in more detail, with SBDC. 

Rep3922 Mr 
Peter Williams 
Local Plan 
Team Leader, 
Forward Plans 

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Issues and Options consultation stage for the joint Chiltern/South 
Buckinghamshire Local Plan (January 2016). We have the following points to make in response to the consultation 
questions posed: Q1 – Whilst the use of the jointly commissioned Buckinghamshire HEDNA is supported, the Councils 
will need to continue to engage with Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale Districts through the Duty to Co-operate to assess 
the capacity for accommodating housing and economic development growth in the HELAAs, the review of constraints 
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Aylesbury Vale 
District 
Council 

including the Green Belt and transport modelling of growth in the Housing Market Area. Q2 – We note and support the 
use of the agreed joint Central Buckinghamshire methodology underlying the HELAA and note the commitment to 
include the results of the Green Belt Review and to capture all relevant sites in the HELAA. The HELAA should also be 
subject to continual updating e.g. to reflect new sites proposed during consultations. Q5 – We would support 
exploration of all of the options set out as A to K with the pursuit of a combination of the approaches that deliver 
maximum capacity for development under Option L. However we would comment in relation to employment land that 
the provision of employment land should have regard to the need to balance the level of employment development to 
the proposed housing development, particularly in light of the current expectation of unmet housing need being met 
within Aylesbury Vale. We would also comment that potentially a wider range of settlement should probably be 
considered under Option E and that all options should be thoroughly investigated and realistic capacity established. Q7 
- In terms of the level of growth that is needed to be provided in Aylesbury Vale to meet the unmet needs of Chiltern 
and South Buckinghamshire, this matter is also the subject of ongoing active co-operation between Councils and a 
position will need to be agreed for the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan Draft Plan stage (summer 2016). This will be when 
there is a completed Central Buckinghamshire HEDNA, capacity studies (HELAAs) for all Councils in the HMA and 
constraints and opportunities for more capacity to be identified have been reviewed. It will be important that the 
options in the next stage of plan making for Chiltern/South Bucks reflects the completion of this work. In terms of the 
level of unmet need it is noted that the Councils are seeking to maximise development within the plan area to meet 
needs in para 4.10 it is noted with concern that para 4.12 seems to indicate that capacity for meeting unmet need is 
not limited or unlikely in Aylesbury Vale. Ahead of further capacity work by this Council there is currently no indication 
that further capacity is available. This should be recognised wherever the matter of meeting unmet need is considered. 
We also ask that all opportunities for unmet need to be pursued elsewhere should be thoroughly investigated and 
documented. Q9 - Gypsy and Travellers – We have no comment on the distribution options for pitch provision within 
Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire but AVDC would wish to see in the emerging plan a commitment to meeting in full 
the pitch provision needs for the joint Council area. In the event that Chiltern/South Buckinghamshire proposes to not 
meet in full the required provision for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople, then evidence should be provided 
that demonstrates the Councils have fully considered all reasonable alternatives. Discussion should take place with 
other authorities and Aylesbury Vale District Council at the earliest opportunity as part of the Duty to Co-operate. Q13 
– Local Green Spaces should only be designated where justified and should not be use as a mechanism to prevent the 
development of suitable sites. The presentation of significant evidence as to their importance in relation to the tests 
set out in Government guidance is therefore vital. Q16 - Infrastructure Delivery – Transport Modelling work on a 
County-wide basis has commenced on the basis of a notional housing and economic development growth scenario and 
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it will be important that once the results of that work is in that each Council takes account of it to provide for necessary 
transport infrastructure improvements. Q17 – Of particular importance is the completion of the Green Belt Review and 
the utilisation of suitable sites for development wherever it can be justified in the context of Government planning 
policy/guidance. Within any continuing Duty to Cooperate discussions related to unmet need a realistic approach to the 
identification of capacity will be very important. The identification of potential sites in Appendix 2 of the consultation 
document is therefore most welcome. We recognise the need to work co-operatively and confirm our continued 
support to ensure we can demonstrate this co-operation when we get to examination of either authority’s plans . We 
hope our comments are helpful and look forward to continuing to work with you in your Local Plan production. We 
welcome the opportunity to be engaged in the next steps of the plan making as part of the Duty to Co-operate. 

Rep3923 Mr 
Gareth Johns 
Savills on 
behalf of Mr 
Ben Knight 
Land Steward 
Society of 
Merchant 
Venturers 

Savills is instructed by the Society of Merchant Venturers (SMV) to submit representations in response to the Chiltern 
and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options, herein after referred 
to as the ‘Issues and Options Paper’. As the accompanying ownership plan illustrates, the SMV’s Estate lies immediately 
adjacent to the built-up areas of Burnham to the south and Slough to the west. Specifically, this representation is made 
in relation to our client’s interest at ‘Land at West Town Farm, Burnham, South Bucks’. Accompanying these 
representations is the ‘Call for Sites’ form (including Illustrative Landscape Development Parameters Plan) setting out 
the suitability of the land for residential development submitted in April 2015 for reference. National Planning Policy 
Context The NPPF establishes that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development. The three dimensions to sustainable development, as set out in the NPPF, require the 
planning system to perform an economic, social and environmental role. For plan making, Paragraph 14 of the NPPF, 
requires that Local Planning Authorities positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area. 
Paragraph 47 of the NPPF seeks to “boost significantly the supply of housing”. The NPPF outlines that Local Planning 
Authorities (LPAs) should ensure that their Local Plan meets the full objectively assessed needs for market and 
affordable housing. The Framework, at paragraph 52, confirms that the supply of new homes can sometimes be best 
achieved through planning for larger scale developments, such as new settlements or extensions to existing villages 
and towns. Issues and Options Consultation Document The following section provides SMV’s response to the Issues and 
Options Paper. The responses are set out in accordance with the Council’s questions within the document. Question 1: 
Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, on the draft 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan 
process? Functional Market Area and Housing Needs Assessment The “functional” market area defined in the ORS & 
Atkins Draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA (January 2016) clearly overlaps with that provided by the Berkshire (including 
South Bucks) Strategic Housing Market Assessment (February 2016) prepared by GL Hearn. The HEDNA concludes that, 

 Independent  analysis of the 
housing market area functional 
linkages concludes that the 
“best fit” for Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Plan area is with the 
rest of Buckinghamshire. Best fit 
groupings do not change 
functional housing market 
relationships and they will 
continue to be considered 
through the plan making 
process. 
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for pragmatic reasons (i.e. Local Plan areas), that the “best fit” for Chiltern and South Bucks is as a single combined area 
as part of the ‘Central Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area (HMA)’ (paragraph 28). Albeit, the Buckinghamshire 
Housing Market Areas and Functional Economic Market Areas (FEMAs) Report (March 2015) had previously confirmed 
that, based on a detailed analysis of the evidence, the “best fit” for South Bucks was the ‘Reading and Slough HMA’. 
Furthermore, whilst it is agreed that the London geographic area should be separated from the Buckinghamshire 
HEDNA area for practical assessment reasons, the ‘HMAs and FEMAs in Buckinghamshire: The Impact of a Joint Plan for 
Chiltern and South Bucks Report’ (January 2016) highlights that London exerts a significant influence on commuting 
patterns. Indeed, a high proportion of Chiltern and South Bucks residents commute into London for employment; and a 
significant number of people migrate from London to Chiltern and South Bucks where dwellings are more affordable. 
There are also other significant out-commuting and migration movements with surrounding areas other than London. 
The NPPF requires that LPAs should positively seek opportunities to meet in full the development needs of their area 
and that in balancing their respective constraint, Green Belt or otherwise, that this objective is not compromised. It is 
essential that, in working alongside those Districts which comprise the HMA, Chiltern and South Bucks establishes the 
appropriate level of need to be delivered within its boundary. This should comprise the need of Chiltern and South 
Bucks itself, along with potential delivery of un-met housing need from the wider HMAs (in particular the ‘Reading and 
Slough HMA’) through the Duty to Co-operate (DtC). It is noted that there will be a need for substantial new housing 
arising from pressures beyond the administrative boundaries of Chiltern and South Bucks. Indeed, Slough Borough 
Council within their Annual Monitoring Report 13/14 state that “the lack of land means that Slough will not be able to 
meet all of its local housing needs”. Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) The draft HEDNA identifies a joint 
OAHN of 15,100 new homes between 2013 and 2033. This equates to around 7,800 new homes in South Bucks or 390 
new homes per annum. The Berkshire SHMA provides a similar figure of 7,520 new homes – the difference is likely due 
to small methodological differences in the assessment. However, we have identified a couple of issues that should be 
addressed and will assist Chiltern and South Bucks in providing a more robust evidence base to the Joint Local Plan in 
respect of the appropriate level of OAHN: - The draft HEDNA identifies the impact of a reduction in the housing benefit 
support to those in housing need but has not taken appropriate account of the consequential impact on the need to 
provide additional dwellings to compensate for this. The HEDNA range given is between 10,100 to 16,000 dwellings 
over the 20 year period, whilst the number chosen for OAHN purposes was 10,500. The SMV suggest that there is no 
clear justification for using a number towards the ‘lower’ end of the range and a ‘higher’ number would be more 
appropriate. - There are a number of policy changes in progress at this time at a national level which alters both the 
definition and the funding of affordable dwellings. We consider that for the foreseeable future, the private 
housebuilding industry will increasingly be seen as a significant source of cross-subsidy for the building of these homes. 
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For that to be the case, it will continue to be important to ensure that this remains financially viable. For this reason, 
we are of the opinion that there needs to be an increase in the need for all tenures of dwellings above 15,100 to 
provide a resource for this cross-subsidy. We consider that it is appropriate to consider the future indicated in the 
HEDNA where there is a 75% reduction in housing benefit support thus requiring 14,500 affordable dwellings to be 
used for the purposes of calculating the OAN and that attention is given to the impact that this could have on the 
overall provision of housing to ensure that a reasonable supply is created. We would suggest that there should be an 
increase in the overall provision within the Joint Council’s area by 1,320 dwellings1, the majority of which should be 
allocated to the South Bucks District Council area. Employment Land Requirements (ELR) The ELR in South Bucks is 13 
ha. At this stage, the SMV support the employment land figure for South Bucks and consider that it is an appropriate 
‘starting point’ for use in the Joint Local Plan. Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly 
in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? 
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? The draft HELAA identifies the SMV’s interest as site ref: SB0013 - Land at West Town Farm, 
Burnham. Whilst the site is rejected under a stage 1 Green Belt assessment, the HELAA identifies the site as falling ‘with 
the potential urban extensions or areas of search Green Belt options to be tested as part of the Regulation 18 
Consultation’. However, it is noted that, at ‘Appendix 1 – Sites excluded following Stage 1’, the site is assessed as being 
in Flood Zone 3. This is incorrect and the Environment Agency’s Flood Map for Planning confirms that the site is in 
Flood Zone 1 (low probability of flooding). The Issues and Options Paper identifies part of the site as an ‘Employment 
Area of Search’. The enclosed ‘Overlay Plan’ demonstrates the extent of our client’s land within the area of search 
(approx. 10 ha). Whilst the SMV generally support the identification of part of the site as an ‘Employment Area of 
Search’ for further testing, there are concerns that the Council are seeking to ‘export’ around half of the housing need 
to Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC). The HELAA document itemises the available sites without taking into account 
the provision of sites from Green Belt releases. Although it is not explicit from this document, we note that Chiltern and 
South Bucks believe that the available sites can accommodate only about half of the OAHN. In the consultation 
response to AVDC, dated 4th December 2015 it was made clear that, at most, the Joint Councils believe that they can 
accommodate only some 7,600 of the 15,100 notionally required and that even that level of provision is not a given. 
Indeed, were the Joint Councils to continue to proceed on this basis (i.e. around half of the OAHN), the Plan would be 
unsound. The Joint Councils should, in the first instance, be seeking to meet the OAHN (and additional un-met housing 
need from the ‘Reading and Slough HMA’ etc.) within the Local Plan area. As such, the SMV consider that the whole of 
land at site ref: SB0013 - Land at West Town Farm, Burnham can deliver either a mixed use scheme (i.e. employment 
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and residential) or a full residential scheme. The capacity of the site is dependent upon further consideration of the 
above, but in principle could accommodate, indicatively, development of around 490 dwellings (at an average density 
of 30 dwellings per ha). The potential for a large scale mixed use scheme or residential development in this location is a 
deliverable option for the following reasons: - Burnham is capable of accommodating growth given the range of 
services it currently offers, being a principal centre. The site is also immediately adjacent to Slough, and is therefore a 
sustainable location for development. 1 Calculated from the appropriate proportion for affordable housing for the Joint 
Councils area contained within the HEDNA document. - Residential development in this location would be in keeping 
with the surrounding area. The site would adjoin the existing built up area and is considered an appropriate extension 
to Burnham and Slough. - The site is immediately adjacent to Sainsbury’s supermarket, and facilities and services within 
Burnham and Slough. - The site has access to local employment opportunities within Burnham, Slough and 
Maidenhead. - Easy access to bus and train services (Taplow or Burnham Train Stations) and easy access to the M4. - 
The scale of dwellings proposed is capable of delivering housing in line with local objectives, such as need for affordable 
housing, and improvements to infrastructure and services. - While the site and surrounding area lies within the 
Metropolitan Green Belt, it does not meet the five purposes of including land within the Green Belt. Development of 
the site would be a natural extension to the existing settlements, and the more extensive landholding of the SMV 
would allow the delivery of enhancements to the landscape character of the area to provide a positively designed edge 
to this part of Burnham. - Further opportunity to deliver new areas of green infrastructure. - The site is within the sole 
control of the SMV which will facilitate its timely development. The above demonstrates that the site is suitable, 
available and achievable for residential/mixed-use development. Moreover there are no significant constraints which 
will prevent development on the site. Given the above, we would propose, as part of Stage 2 of the Green Belt Review, 
that the whole of our client’s land at site ref: SB0013 – Land at West Town Farm, Burnham should be removed from the 
Green Belt and a new boundary established. Indeed, our client’s land does not meet the five purposes of including land 
within the Green Belt (paragraph 80 of the NPPF). The Illustrative Landscape Development Parameters Plan (submitted 
as part of the ‘Call for Sites’) establishes the proposed ‘potential development parcels’ which are well related to the 
existing urban edge and help maintain the wider purposes of the Green Belt. In addition, there is opportunity to 
provide new areas of green infrastructure and new mixed advanced structure planting to enhance the landscape 
character of the area to provide a positively designed edge to this part of Burnham. We would therefore request that 
the assessment for the next draft version of the Joint Local Plan includes the whole of the SD0013 site as an extension 
to the urban area of Burnham (and Slough) for either a mixed use scheme or for a full residential scheme. 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? Question 6: Do you 
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have any comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these 
options? Housing Options It is essential that the final Spatial Strategy Option for development meets the needs of the 
Joint Councils within the plan period. The extent of housing need remains to be finalised, owing to unknown extent of 
un-met need from the wider HMAs (i.e. ‘Reading and Slough HMA). It would be inappropriate to determine a final 
Spatial Option for development before the extent of unmet need is known. However, the Joint Councils have accepted 
that the majority of the housing development needs of the area cannot be provided through “making more efficient 
and effective use of the land within existing built-up areas” (i.e. Option A) and that it must be combined with another 
option(s) for that purpose. Therefore, at this stage, it is clear that large scale extensions to the principal settlements – 
including Burnham – are the most appropriate locations at which to direct a significant proportion of the housing need 
(i.e. Option C) in accordance with paragraph 52 of the NPPF. Whilst there is a considerable need for housing as 
identified by the Joint Councils in this area, nevertheless, the requirement is a relatively small proportion of the existing 
housing stock within the main settlements within the Local Plan area. The need is also widely spread and inevitably 
associated with the existing settlements where there are the services and the infrastructure either already in existence 
or which can be enhanced. Equally, built area extensions to the principal settlements can be of a scale that ensures that 
the most efficient use of existing or proposed infrastructure can be made. The scale of such development can be used 
to advantage in providing the resources, land or otherwise, commensurate with the need generated. They can, in other 
words, become sustainable extensions to make existing settlements more sustainable. The SMV respectfully reserves 
the right to comment further on the quantum of development directed to the principal settlements as the evidence 
base of housing need is advanced. However, it is noted that no potential housing sites – including our client’s site at 
West Town Farm – have been identified at Burnham. As set out above, our client’s land at site ref: SB0013 is considered 
to be a deliverable option for either a mixed use scheme (i.e. employment and residential) or for a full residential 
scheme. Should the Council not consider all the available ‘options’ to deliver the housing need within the Joint Councils 
area the Plan would be unsound. Employment Options The SMV generally support Option K (v) and note the 
identification of part of the SMV’s land at site ref: SB0013 - Land at West Town Farm, Burnham as an option for further 
consideration. However, it is clear that a number (or a combination) of the subsections are suitable for consideration. 
Indeed, it appears that there is sufficient land to deliver the Joint Councils ELR through this approach. As such, whilst 
the SMV propose that the whole of the site SD0013 site can deliver a mixed use scheme; including employment, given 
the lack of available housing land in the HELAA, the Joint Councils should seriously consider the option of delivering our 
client’s land for solely residential development to meet the full housing need within the area. Question 7: Do you have 
comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? Further assessment is required to establish 
the actual housing need; owing to the un-met need from the wider HMAs (i.e. ‘Reading and Slough HMA’) and the 
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HELAA updated with sites from Stage 2 of the Green Belt Review. Therefore the 7,500 dwellings should not be 
considered as a sound estimate of the unmet housing figure. In addition, it is inappropriate to use the DtC to seek to 
‘export’ almost half of the housing need to AVDC. As set out previously, in order to produce a sound Plan the Joint 
Councils should be seeking to identify their full housing need within the Plan area in the first instance. The SMV does 
not support the inclusion of the Green Belt within the list of constraints/limitations in meeting the full housing need. 
The NPPF, at paragraphs 84 confirms that LPAs in drawing up Green Belt boundaries should “take account need to 
promote sustainable patterns of development. They should consider the consequences for sustainable development of 
channelling development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within 
the Green belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary”. Indeed, it is clear that Stage 2 of the 
Green Belt Review should include additional areas of ‘testing’; including the whole of our client’s site at ref: SB0013 
rather than just the area currently identified in the Issue and Options Paper. It is evident that our client’s land does not 
meet the five purposes of including land within the Green Belt (paragraph 80 of the NPPF) and, therefore, should be 
removed from the Green Belt and considered for development. Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions 
on how the Councils can meet its local affordable housing need? Question 10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan 
can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in terms of general and affordable needs? Large-scale 
residential development at the principal settlements – such as Burnham - provide scope for the provision of affordable 
housing. Our client’s land at site ref: SB0013 has the potential to deliver around 490 dwellings. This scale of 
development secures an opportunity to provide a suitable housing mix and variety of tenures to meet local needs. On a 
without prejudice basis, there is potential to provide the following: - Affordable Housing and Starter Homes - Housing 
for young families - Specialist housing for the elderly - Residential Homes where there is an element of care or Nursing 
Homes. We support the conclusions in the draft HEDNA that a proportion of 21% should be considered for affordable 
housing. The Plan could explore how this can be enhanced, subject to viability assessment, by providing a greater 
amount of housing overall. Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, 
infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? We note that the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study states that no 
settlement performs much better than any other as 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. Our client’s land is 
ideally located close to Burnham and Slough to support services and is of a scale that it can, if required, provide a land 
resource for education, transport and green infrastructure needs as well as provide commensurate support for other 
infrastructure types identified. We trust the above comments clearly set out the SMV’s position at this stage. The SMV 
would welcome early discussions with the Joint Councils to discuss the opportunity of the site ref: SB00013 and 
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potential to deliver a large-scale mixed use scheme (i.e. employment and residential) or a full residential scheme to the 
south of Burnham. 

Rep3924 Mr 
Tim Sturgess 
Bilfinger GVA 
on behalf of 
Matterhorn 
Capital DC 
Management 
UK C/O Shaw 
Corporation 

Please find enclosed representations to the above consultation prepared on behalf of Matterhorn Capital DC Chesham 
S.a.r.l., the owners of the 90 Asheridge Road site in Chesham. Our submission comprises a completed representation 
form and supporting statement which sets out the case for residential-led mixed use development at the 
aforementioned site. We are keen to work collaboratively with the Council to ensure that a sound Local Plan is brought 
forward which plans positively for the economic and housing needs of the Districts. Accordingly, we would welcome 
the opportunity to discuss the 90 Asheridge Road site opportunity with you at the earliest opportunity. Question 1: Do 
you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, on the draft 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan 
process? We support the Council’s approach. Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly 
in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? 
The purpose of the HELAA is to identify a future supply of land which is suitable, available and achievable for housing 
and economic development uses over the plan period, to meet the needs identified in the BHEDNA. This goes beyond 
the consideration of existing committed supply (allocations, commitments etc.) considered in the BHEDNA and 
therefore should be treated as the principal evidence regarding land supply matters. The HELAA is at an advance stage 
in its preparation but remains in draft and we understand is to be supplemented and refined over the next few months. 
We recommend that the final document is subject to public consultation. Our comments on the draft assessment are 
as follows: - We are supportive of the staged approach to identifying sites (call-for-sites followed by a ‘Stage 1’ sifting 
exercise; followed by the ‘Stage 2’ assessment against NPPF criteria of suitability, availability, and achievability). - We 
support the assessment’s conclusion that the 90 Asheridge Road site (site ref. CD0211) is suitable, available and 
achievable for development in principle. However we note the following: Ø We consider the site to have capacity to 
support more than the 81-130 units suggested. We consider a figure of 150-200 homes more accurately reflects its true 
capacity potential, on the basis of a scale, form and density of development that would be appropriate (having regard 
to accessibility and townscape considerations alongside the need to optimise output from such sites). Ø The site is 
available for development now. It has remained vacant for over 10 years. Accordingly, we consider the delivery period 
should be 1-5 years to avoid further delay as opposed to 6-10 as suggested. Ø We consider the site to be suitable for 
residential or residential-led mixed use development incorporating some employment use (for example, enterprise 
space). The site’s remote location outside of the core M25 and away from major arterial routes and ports restricts its 
ability to attract occupiers. Chesham remains a small market town in which its industrial element sits away from the 
arterial trunk. This provides limited appeal to occupiers who will seek to locate in established neighbouring industrial 

   



Classification: OFFICIAL          

715 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

locations. Despite actively engaging the market, the site has been discounted by potential occupiers due to the 
unsuitable local road network. Early consultation with the local community has also identified the sites inability to 
accommodate HGVs on the surrounding residential road network and accessible alternatives as limitations to the sites 
ability to create jobs. Notwithstanding the potential for the site to include a small element of employment use, we 
consider it to be predominantly a residential opportunity. Accordingly, we support the inclusion of the site in the 
identified supply of housing sites but not in the list of employment sites (as currently drafted). The enclosed Supporting 
Statement (90 Asheridge Road, March 2016) provides further evidence to support this. For the purposes of consistency, 
there will be a need to reconcile the supply side evidence set out in the BHEDNA and HELAA in due course. 
Notwithstanding this, the evidence indicates that there is a need to identify additional land (possibly Green Belt) over 
and above the supply identified in the HELAA to meet assessed needs for both housing and employment. 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 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. We support. 
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? We support 
Option A. Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that 
could be part of these options? The 90 Asheridge Road site in Chesham is an example of a previously developed former 
employment site in an accessible location which has been vacant for many years and which is suitable and achievable 
for housing development and deliverable now. The length of the vacant period together with the market evidence 
provided in the enclosed Supporting Statement confirms that there is limited/nil prospect of the site being brought 
forward for employment uses. Accordingly, the loss of this theoretical supply of employment land would not result in 
any economic harm. The principle of re-purposing sites such as this to address local housing needs is firmly supported 
by the NPPF and in our view is a ‘common-sense’ planning response. In policy terms, opportunities such as this should 
be prioritised ahead of less sustainable options (which include Green Belt sites). Question 7: Do you have comments on 
the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? We support the Council’s approach to calculating levels of 
need. Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing 
need? The priority for the Local Plan is to support a step-change in the delivery of housing. Critical to this is ensuring 
that any policy requirements (such as those associated with affordable housing) are not of such a scale where 
development viability is threatened (as per NPPF para. 173). In order to ensure that conditions are optimised for 
housing delivery, we recommend that affordable housing policies incorporate options for off-site provision and 
financial contribution in-lieu of on-site provision. gva.co.uk 3 Question 9: Do you have any comments on the above 
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options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? No comments. Question 10: How do you 
think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general and 
affordable needs? No comments. Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our 
local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community.? No comments. 
Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is 
the heritage asset important locally? No comments. 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. No comments. 
Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? No comments. Question 15: Do you have a view on the 
scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7. No comments. Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? No comments. Question 17: Do you have any 
other points you would like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are 
there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? No comments. 

Rep3925 Lois 
Partridge 
Carter Jonas 
LLP on behalf 
of Mr R Offer 

LAND AT MIDDLEGREEN ROAD, WEXHAM, SLOUGH 1.0 Introduction 1.1 Carter Jonas has been instructed by Mr R Offer 
to prepare representations to the Chiltern and South Bucks Regulation 18 Issues and Options consultation. 1.2 Mr Offer 
is one of three owners of Land at Middlegreen Road, Wexford. Land at Middlegreen Road lies in South Bucks District, 
and immediately adjoins the administrative area of Slough Borough Council. 1.3 This representation responds directly 
to the specific questions raised in the Issues and Options document. Some of the comments are more general in 
nature, dealing with, for example, the scale of housing need in South Bucks and Chiltern Districts. Other comments are 
made specifically in support of the promotion of land at Middlegreen Road. This representation begins by providing a 
brief description of the site. 1.4 This consultation response should be read in conjunction with the nomination which 
was made to the Call for Sites consultation in February 2016. 2.0 Site Description 2.1 The site covers an area of 
approximately 8.5 hectares and comprises predominantly young woodland, with some more open areas. In the north 
east corner of the site is an area which is currently used for commercial purposes, renovating and restoring 
telecommunications equipment. Vehicular access to the commercial area and wider site is from Middlegreen Road. The 
topography of the site is largely level. 2.2 The main west coast railway line and the Grand Union Canal are both to the 
south of the site. The boundary of the site to the west is formed by Rochfords Gardens, a 1980’s housing development. 
To the north of the site is land owned by Slough Nurseries which comprises a plant nursery, accommodated in 
extensive greenhouses and ancillary buildings. The boundary to the east is formed by Middlegreen Road and Nursery 
Lane, and to the south by Lavender Farm, which is accessed from Nursery Lane. 2.3 To the north of Slough Nurseries 
lies a 25ha active sand and gravel quarry, which was granted planning permission in 2014, and is accessed from the 

   



Classification: OFFICIAL          

717 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

A412 Uxbridge Road. Once the mineral extraction has been completed, the site will be restored to agriculture and 
nature conservation uses. 2.4 A plan showing the land to which this representation refers is at Appendix 1 of this letter. 
3.0 Issues and Options Consultation Document Development Needs in Chiltern and South Bucks District Question 1: Do 
you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, on the draft 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan 
process? 3.1 Our client welcomes the intention of both Councils to make provision for their full objectively assessed 
housing need, as set out in the Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA), 
(January 2016). The HEDNA identifies a need for 7,300 new homes in Chiltern District and 7,800 new homes in South 
Bucks District. As well as this significant level of identified housing need, (arising in both Chiltern and South Bucks 
Districts), the two District Councils will need to engage with the housing challenges arising in the neighbouring 
authorities of London, Slough and the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead, through the Duty to Cooperate. 3.2 
The Duty to Cooperate requires neighbouring local authorities and local authorities in a single Housing Market Area 
(HMA) to work together to jointly meet their housing need. Paragraph 2.3b of the Issues and Options document notes 
that South Bucks District falls partly within the Central Buckinghamshire HMA, and partly within the Berkshire HMA. 
South Bucks has strong links with the Berkshire authorities, in particular Slough Borough. Under the Duty to Cooperate, 
South Bucks will need to demonstrate evidence of having effective cooperated with the Berkshire authorities to ensure 
that housing needs within the Berkshire and South Bucks HMA are met in full, whilst at the same time working to 
ensure that the needs of the Central Buckinghamshire HMA are also met in full. 3.3 The objectively assessed housing 
need for Slough Borough, identified in the Berkshire SHMA (2016) is for 927 homes per annum. The previous housing 
target for Slough Borough under the South East Plan was 315 homes per annum. Slough Borough Council has adopted 
an interim target of 550 dwellings per annum, which the Council believes is a more realistic housing target, in light of 
the constraints to development such as the flood plain in the south of the Borough. 3.4 The inference is that Slough will 
be looking to adjoining authorities to accommodate some 377 dwellings of their unmet need, if the objectively 
assessed need for Slough Borough is to be met in full. 3.5 Land at Middlegreen Road lies immediately north of the 
boundary with Slough, and is well placed to contribute to meeting Slough’s housing need, if the site were released from 
the Green Belt. 4.0 Development Opportunities Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, 
particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites 
should be added? General Comments 4.1 The draft HELAA identifies sites which have been nominated for development 
and provides an assessment of the development potential of those sites. It confirms the quantum of development 
needs for Chiltern and South Bucks which can be accommodated on land outside the Green Belt. Effectively, the HELAA 
provides a context for the scale of Green Belt release that will be required. 4.2 The Memorandum of Understanding 
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between the local authorities in the Central Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area notes that each District should seek 
to accommodate its own objectively assessed housing need, and only if this is not possible, will consideration be given 
to meeting the unmet need elsewhere in the HMA. 4.3 It is appropriate for the HELAA to take account of previously 
developed land to meet future housing development needs, but some of these sites may not be suitable for 
accommodating new housing development. The Councils should also provide a realistic assessment of the potential 
capacity of sites identified in the HELAA, to avoid making assumptions that in reality would have a significant adverse 
impact on townscape character. Draft HELAA 4.4 The draft HELAA only considers sites within built up areas or 
previously developed land in the Green Belt. The HELAA does not take account of the draft Green Belt assessment 
work, and does not include greenfield Green Belt sites. Greenfield Green Belt sites will be considered in the next 
iteration of the HELAA. 4.5 Land at Middlegreen Road was not submitted to the earlier South Bucks Call for Sites 
consultation which took place in 2015, but a nomination has recently been made to the Council’s Call for Sites 
consultation, so that the site will be assessed through the next iteration of the HELAA. 4.6 Land at Middlegreen Road is 
within a larger area of search which is identified in the Local Plan Initial Consultation Document, as a potential area for 
new housing development (see Plan on page 36 of the Initial Consultation document). We understand that the areas of 
search have been identified from 3 sources: land put forward for development by landowners and developers; land 
identified from the Councils’ knowledge of their administrative areas; and the emerging evidence base. 4.7 Land at 
Middlegreen Road, promoted by Mr Offer, is available for development, fulfils a limited Green Belt function and must 
in principle be considered a location capable of delivering sustainable development, given its proximity to the large 
urban area of Slough. 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 reprovided 
elsewhere such as open spaces, sports and leisure uses? 4.8 The principle of reviewing the provision of open space, 
sports and leisure facilities within the built up area, with a view to releasing sites with development potential, is 
supported. There could be facilities in Slough which could be re-located to land in the Green Belt, to release sites for 
development in the urban area. 4.9 Land at Middlegreen Road could provide land for re-located sports and leisure 
facilities along with residential development, as part of a mixed use scheme, if the site were released from the Green 
Belt. 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. 4.10 The Initial 
Consultation document suggests that the adopted South Bucks Core Strategy objectives should be used as a starting 
point for setting the objectives in the emerging Joint Local Plan. Our client broadly supports this approach. 4.11 Core 
Strategy Objective 1 will need to be updated, to reflect the housing delivery target identified in the HEDNA, for 
objectively assessed housing need in South Bucks and Chiltern Districts. Core Strategy Objective 10 relates to Green 
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Belts, and should be amended to reflect the Green Belt review that will be necessary to accommodate objectively 
assessed future development needs. Spatial Strategy Options 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 Local Plan should consider and why? Question 6: Do you have any comments on individual 
options generally or specific settlements/ site options that could be part of these options? 4.12 The responses below 
address Questions 5 and 6. The main issue for the Joint Local Plan seems to be the balance between further 
intensification of existing urban areas, and the release of land from the Green Belt. 4.13 There was a general 
acceptance amongst the responses received to the earlier (separate) South Bucks and Chiltern Regulation 18 
consultations that some Green Belt land should be released. 4.14 Our client supports a hierarchical approach to 
identifying land to meet development needs, with the efficient and effective use of land in existing built up areas as the 
first option, as long as this takes account of preserving settlement character and is realistic in assessing the deliverable 
capacity of sites in urban areas. 4.15 The second option for meeting development needs should be, in accordance with 
national policy and the current and emerging local settlement hierarchy, built urban extensions adjacent to principal 
settlements. Option C identifies built urban extensions adjacent to the principal settlements in South Bucks and 
Chiltern Districts, such as Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross. 4.16 Our client fully supports full and proper testing of 
Option C, and notes that this should be complemented by testing of Option D, which considers built area extensions on 
the edges of principal settlements outside of the Plan area (e.g. adjacent to Slough and Uxbridge). We believe these 
options should be explored on the basis that under the Duty to Cooperate one or more of the adjoining authorities 
might seek assistance from Chiltern or South Bucks District Council to accommodate their unmet housing or 
employment needs. Slough is likely to have a significant unmet housing need which could in part be met by identifying 
extensions to the north and east of Slough (in South Bucks District). 4.17 As set out above, Land at Middlegreen Road 
could play an important role in helping to meet established future development needs. The site lies adjacent to the 
northern boundary of the urban settlement of Slough and could make an important contribution to meeting both local 
housing need, and unmet need from Slough. Land at Middlegreen Road is available for development, as confirmed in 
our client’s recent submission to South Bucks District Council, and is capable of delivering residential development, 
leisure facilities and open space. Options for Meeting Development needs Outside of the Joint Local Plan Area Question 
7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts? 4.18 We note 
that the Councils believe that their Plan is unlikely to be able to meet the full, objectively assessed housing need as set 
out in the Buckinghamshire HEDNA, due to development constraints such as the Green Belt and the Chilterns Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. They have therefore asked Aylesbury Vale to accommodate 7,500 units, or approximately 
50%, of that need. 4.19 We assume that the technical work which forms the evidence base for the emerging Local Plan 
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will continue to be prepared on the basis that South Bucks and Chiltern District Councils are seeking to meet their full 
objectively assessed need, not just the housing figure that would remain, if Aylesbury Vale were to accept their 
request. 4.20 Wycombe, South Bucks and Chiltern Districts have all requested that Aylesbury Vale accommodates some 
of their unmet housing need. We question whether the potential scale of development which would need to be 
accommodated by Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC), if it accepted the unmet need from the other authorities in 
the Housing Market Area, could be delivered. 4.21 The Issues and Options consultation document does not 
countenance provision to accommodate any unmet need from other neighbouring authorities, including Slough 
Borough. As discussed above, the boundary of Slough tightly constrains further development of the Borough, with 
much of the land to the south of the Borough constrained by flood risk. Full and proper consideration will need to be 
given to the scope for development on the edge of Slough (within South Bucks District) to meet the future housing 
needs of Slough – should a request come from Slough under the Duty to Cooperate. 4.22 Land at Middlegreen Road 
could make an important contribution to helping to meet some of that unmet need, in a highly sustainable location, 
with excellent accessibility to facilities, services and employment opportunities in Slough. Green Belt Assessment 4.23 
Land at Middlegreen Road is located within the Part 1 Green Belt assessment Land Parcel 88. The Green Belt 
assessment assesses how strongly each land parcel fulfils each of the Green Belt purposes. 4.24 Land Parcel 88 covers 
an extensive area to the north east of Slough, between Slough and Iver. Land at Middlegreen Road forms a small part of 
the most south westerly part of the Land Parcel. The Green Belt assessment notes that the railway line and the A412 
form prominent, permanent boundaries to Slough; the land parcel only acts as an additional barrier to sprawl. 4.25 The 
assessment also notes that the land parcel prevents ribbon development along Langley Park Road between Slough and 
Iver, but that: “the far south of the parcel, immediately adjacent to Slough, is less important for preventing coalescence 
between settlements.” 4.26 It is acknowledged that parts of the land parcel do prevent coalescence (such as between 
Slough and George Green, and between Slough and Iver). The narrowest gap between Slough and Iver is between the 
eastern extent of Langley and the western extent of Iver, a distance of 0.95 miles. However, development of Land at 
Middlegreen Road would not reduce this physical gap between Slough and Iver, as it is located further to the west of 
the parcel, nor would it contribute to coalescence between Slough and George Green. 4.27 The assessment notes that 
the majority of the land parcel retains an unspoilt, rural character and makes a strong contribution to assisting in 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. The strong contribution to this purpose of the Green Belt results in 
no part of the land parcel being considered for further assessment for release from the Green Belt. 4.28 Our client is 
concerned that the high level Part 1 Green Belt assessment does not adequately differentiate between areas within the 
land parcel, and the different contribution areas within the land parcel make to the purposes of the Green Belt. The 
blanket rejection of this land parcel does not enable areas within the land parcel which do not strongly fulfil the Green 
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Belt purposes to be taken forward for further consideration in the Part 2 Green Belt assessment. 4.29 The southern 
part of the built area extension identified in the Issues and Options document has strong, defensible boundaries, 
defined by the sand and gravel to the quarry, and existing residential development to the west. We would strongly 
support the Council in proposing to release the southern part of the built area extension from the Green Belt, to 
capitalise on the opportunity to deliver development in a highly sustainable location, on land that fulfils none of the 
purposes of the Green Belt. Affordable Housing Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the 
Councils can meet their local, affordable housing need? 4.30 Our client has no comment to make on this issue. 
Specialist Housing Needs Question 9: Do you have comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, 
Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? 4.31 Our client has no comment to make on this issue. Older Peoples 
Accommodation Question 10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation 
needs, both in terms of general and affordable needs? 4.32 Our client has no comment to make on this issue. Heritage 
Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local heritage assets, how 
heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community? Question 12: Are you aware of any 
currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important 
locally? 4.33 Our client has no comment to make on these issues. Local Green Space Designations 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. 4.34 We would reiterate the note in the Initial Consultation document that any 
nominations should be fully evidenced and justified. South Bucks and Chiltern District Council have a challenging 
housing target to address, and having accepted the need for a Green Belt Review, it would be counter-productive to 
then look to designate large areas of Local Green Space. Local Measures Question 14: Do you have any nominations for 
local measures? 4.35 Our client has no comment to make on this issue. Development Management Policies Question 
15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7? 4.36 The scope of the proposed policies 
appears generally acceptable, with future representations likely to be focused on the specific wording of policies and 
the thresholds and percentages that will apply. We provide some brief comments on some of the policies below: 4.37 
The Green Belt policy (and related Policies Map) will confirm which areas have been released from the Green Belt. Our 
client welcomes the inclusion of this policy. 4.38 The Public Open Space policy proposes to set out a local requirement 
for the creation of new public open spaces within large scale developments. Our client 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. Summary 5.1 Carter Jonas has been instructed by Mr R Offer 
to prepare representations to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Issues and Options consultation. Our response to 
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the consultation should be read in conjunction with the Call for Sites nomination form, which was submitted to South 
Bucks District Council in February 2016. 5.2 This representation confirms that Land at Middlegreen Road, which is 
located immediately north of the boundary of Slough Borough, is suitable, available and deliverable for residential 
development, along with leisure facilities and open space. 5.3 In summary, we have commented that: • Our client 
welcomes the intention of Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils to meet their full, objectively assessed need for 
housing; • Under the Duty to Cooperate, South Bucks and Chiltern Districts should not dismiss the potential need to 
accommodate unmet housing needs from adjoining areas, in particular Slough Borough; • The HELAA is a central part 
of the Joint Local Plan evidence base, and will assist in determining the amount of development that needs to be 
accommodated on land currently in the Green Belt. • The HELAA and related policy decisions should take full account 
of longstanding community concerns over the impact of urban intensification on townscape character. A balance needs 
to be struck between making more efficient use of urban land and the extent of land released from the Green Belt for 
development; • Our client welcomes the inclusion of Land at Middlegreen Road in the built area extension option 
identified at page 36 of the Issues and Options document; • We believe that there are exceptional circumstances to 
warrant a review of the Green Belt; • Our client supports a hierarchical approach to identifying sites to development; 
firstly from sites in urban areas, then from built area extensions adjacent to the principal settlements within and 
adjacent to the Plan area, particularly Slough; • If released from the Green Belt, Land at Middlegreen Road could make 
an important contribution to meeting housing need in the District and contributing to meeting the unmet housing need 
in Slough Borough. 5.4 Please do contact me if you would like any further information. I would be grateful if you would 
confirm safe receipt of this representation. 

Rep3926 Mr & 
Mrs Paul and 
Isobel Long 

My wife would like to register our deep concerns relating to the above local plan, 1. Would this development 
eventually lead to a”joining up” of Ashley Green and Chesham with no green space between. 2,What impact would it 
have on existing infrastructures such as schools,doctors surgeries,dentists,hospitals,public transport car parks etc. 3. 
How much additional traffic would result along with increased traffic pollution noise and congestion. 4. Why use green 
fields sites when many areas of brown field,disused/dilapidated industrial sites exist 5. Green belt land is vital to the 
welfare of both mankind and wildlife and MUST be PROTECTED.  

  

Rep3927 Mrs 
Julie Griffiths 

Chiltern & S Bucks Initial Planning Consultation, Regulation 18: Response Part B Having only found out about this 
consultation recently (and by chance), my views are necessarily general due to lack of time to carefully consider the 
available material. I am in favour of sensitive development and that there should be a range of housing and commerce. 
South Bucks has a lot of green space. However, I have a number of concerns: 1. That the pressure to build will destroy 
the character of the area. (We should not allow the area to be blighted by permitting the type of 'low cost' high density 
housing seen in Cippenham with narrow roads and insufficient parking spaces for the typical modern family, leading to 
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tension between neighbouring families). 2. That we retain the aesthetic appeal of S Bucks. My family has resided in S 
Bucks for the last 53 years (Stoke Common Road, Fulmer for 37 years and at Rogers Lane, Stoke Poges for 16 years). In 
that time, I have seen the both Uxbridge and Slough lose almost all of their historic charm (which in the case of 
Uxbridge High St, was considerable) to become concrete wastelands, undifferentiated from any other town centre in 
the UK. 3. I think it would be a particular disaster to permit further development of Stoke Poges, especially areas 76 
and 85, given that one of the prime aims of Green Belt is to prevent undifferentiated urban sprawl and to act as 'lungs'. 
This is a fragile area that, if further development were permitted, is in danger of becoming submerged into Slough. 
There has already been a lot of recent development at the Slough/Bucks boundary. I cannot understand why such 
inappropriate development would be considered in this historic, small area. Surely a good straight road with traffic 
lights would be more appropriate: there are more suitable sites available that would not have such a devastating 
impact to the quality of life of the local residents and to the county, aesthetically. Furthermore, a lot of people use 
these fields; they are highly popular with dog owners, fruit pickers and ramblers. There are wild flowers locally, that are 
rarely seen in meadows, especially in such numbers. I have seen swans, deer, bats, foxes in these meadows. Finally, the 
narrow local roads cannot and should not take the burden of extra traffic, service vehicles etc. ROGERS LANE STOKE 
paGES, 2016 Photo was taken at the end nearest the Stoke Road (and closest to sites 76 & 85 under consideration) . 
This is a narrow, unlit 'country' lane that has seen a dramatic increase in traffic in just the last 2 years without any 
further development in the area. 44 tonne Argos lorries and khalsa school buses as well as an upsurge in commuters 
are now making it their regular rat run. The council has, I am informed by my neighbours, consistently declined to allow 
any traffic calming measures when my neighbours have raised this issue. Wing mirrors have already been snapped off, 
cars parked in the road have been damaged and a wall was recently demolished by a hit & run driver. In my opinion, 
30m ph is too fast for parts of this road. The adjacent West End Lane is also a rat run where impatient drivers will 
frequently exceed the speed limit to overtake in a 40mph. The additional vehicular traffic as a result of increasing the 
housing in this already densely housed area would irretrievably spoil the character of Stoke Poges and I believe there 
are more suitable, safer sites. 

Rep3928 Mr 
Robert 
Paddison 
Project Lead 
Neighbourhoo
d Planning 
Royal Borough 

Question 1 (housing and economic functional geography) We are unable to support the definition of South Bucks 
District Council (SBDC) being within the Central Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area (HMA) and Functional Economic 
Market Area (FEMA) which are only very recent redefinitions. Both the information prepared by the Buckinghamshire 
authorities and the Berkshire authorities shows SBDC to have a stronger functional relationship with east Berkshire 
than the other Buckinghamshire authorities. There is no guidance in the NPPF, PPG or advice from PAS which supports 
the use of best fit geography to a local plan area. We are unable to support the definition of Berkshire as a single HMA 
and FEMA. Research undertaken by the Berkshire authorities, which considers more recent data than that used by the 

Independent  analysis of the 
housing market area functional 
linkages concludes that the 
“best fit” for Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Plan is with the rest 
of Buckinghamshire. Best fit 
groupings do not change 
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of Windsor & 
Maidenhead 

Buckinghamshire authorities, defined: • Two HMA’s The Eastern Berkshire and South Bucks HMA comprising: Slough, 
South Bucks and RBWM local authorities. The Western Berkshire HMA comprising: Reading, Bracknell, Wokingham and 
West Berkshire local authorities. • Three FEMA’s The Eastern Berkshire FEMA comprising: Slough, South Bucks and 
RBWM local authorities. The Central Berkshire FEMA comprising: Reading, Wokingham, Bracknell and RBWM local 
authorities. The Western Berkshire FEMA comprising: West Berkshire Council. Both studies are available on the RBWM 
website. Question 2 (HELAA) We have previously commented to the Buckinghamshire authorities that a number of the 
exclusion criteria should instead be viewed as suitability considerations, for example the categories of: • Not within or 
adjoining a settlement, or a PDL site • Ongoing Employment sites that are not recommended for release • Sites within 
the Green Belt which are not on PDL • Designated Local Green Spaces Whilst accepting that many such sites will be 
unsuitable for development, the exclusion of sites as a result of such matters acts to reduce the number of sites and 
opportunities that might reasonably be considered further, could be missed. This would apply across the whole study 
area. By way of illustration, by excluding employment sites, the HELAA will not consider the potential to intensify these 
areas to meet economic needs. We would welcome understanding what pro-active measures will be undertaken to 
increase land supply. Whilst welcoming the call for sites exercise previously undertaken, we would also expect to see 
the local authorities actively approach landowners where technical exercises suggest the suitability of areas and to 
clarify availability of previously promoted land. Question 5 (Spatial Options) Clarification is requested on how the 
spatial options have been identified and how they relate to the evidence base; within the evidence provided so far this 
is not very clear. The Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment has not been fully published. Information that is 
available is the methodology document (August 2015), individual site pro-forma for the Chiltern and South Bucks local 
authorities and a table. It is noted that no final report has been published and therefore we cannot review any 
conclusions. The status of the table is unclear in that it recommends whether general areas are subject to further 
assessment; however the individual pro-forma make no such conclusion. The approach to recommending general areas 
for further assessment does not appear to take a consistent approach to the level of performance towards Green Belt 
purposes. It is unclear how the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment relates to the spatial options identified. The 
identified options for further consideration including SA and SEA, in many instances do not relate to the general areas 
defined within the assessment. Further the options do not take a consistent approach to the level of performance a 
general area makes towards Green Belt purposes. From previous engagement we understood that the scale of land 
parcels within the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment would be finer towards the urban edge. By way of 
comparison the scale of land parcel being defined within the Bucks work is much larger than the emerging RBWM 
assessment process. Larger scale parcels may not reveal the different contribution smaller areas make, be that to the 
separation of settlements or the types of long term boundaries which might be achieved. Opportunities that might 

functional housing market 
relationships and they will 
continue to be considered 
through the plan making 
process 
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reasonably be considered further could be missed and therefore possible opportunities to meet objectively assessed 
need locally may be missed, rather than relying on the more distant Aylesbury Vale. This would apply across the whole 
study area. Question 7 (unmet needs) Given the comments above about the choice of sites for further consideration 
there may be opportunities within the two councils’ areas for meeting more of the unmet objectively assessed need. 
There is no clarity as yet that Aylesbury Vale can or should meet the unmet need which the current approach seems to 
rely on. The Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead is endeavouring to meet it’s own OAN, but the borough is 
heavily constrained, and to meet this need the council is having to consider and make very difficult decisions in the 
process of producing a Local Plan. It is therefore highly unlikely that it will be able to meet the additional housing needs 
of adjoining authorities. The borough is not responding to questions 8 to 17 of the consultation as it is considered that 
the questions are essentially local in nature. 

Rep3929 Mr 
Tom Collins 
Fisher German 
on behalf of 
Mr & Mrs 
Iona-Smith 

Please find attached representations submitted to the current consultation on the Issues and Options for the Chiltern 
and South Bucks Local Plan. In addition to making comments on the draft policy document and supporting evidence 
base, these representations also seek the submission of two potential development sites at Stoke Poges: land to the 
east of Gerrards Cross Road (north east of Stoke Poges) and land to the west of Grays Park Road and South of Rogers 
Lane (south of Stoke Poges). Plans showing the location of each site are attached. Introduction These representations 
are submitted to the regulation 18 consultation on the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan, on behalf of Mr and Mrs 
Iona-Smith, who own land in South Bucks. In addition to commenting on the proposed policies and supporting evidence 
base, these representations also seek to submit two additional sites at Stoke Poges for the Councils’ attention, to 
consider for potential residential development. These sites are discussed below in relation to Questions 2 and 6 from 
the consultation document. Question 2 – Sites in the draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) 
It is clear from the level of housing need identified in the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 
(HEDNA) that there is a need for the release not only of greenfield sites, but also of sites currently in the Green Belt. 
The total level of need identified for the South Bucks and Chiltern District area for the period 2014 – 2036 is 15,100 net 
additional dwellings, of which 7,800 are identified for South Bucks. In accordance with the requirements of national 
planning policy it is necessary for local planning authorities to meet their full objectively assessed development and 
infrastructure needs and, in the context of a joint Local Plan, this means that the Councils must aim to accommodate 
the full 15,100 dwellings within the joint working area. At this stage we do not have any comments to make on the sites 
currently included for consideration, but do wish to submit for consideration two additional sites at Stoke Poges: land 
to the east of Gerrards Cross Road (north east of Stoke Poges) and land to the west of Grays Park Road and South of 
Rogers Lane (south of Stoke Poges). Location plans for both sites are enclosed with these representations. Whilst these 
sites are both currently within the Green Belt, they are not considered to contribute to the 5 purposes of the Green 
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Belt as identified in national planning policy, and both represent very logical parcels for development which would 
result in the creation of strong, defensible boundaries. Further site-specific commentary is provided for both sites in 
response to Question 6 below. Question 4 – Strategic Objectives Whilst it is recognised that the scale of development 
needs for the joint Local Plan area will be a challenge, it is imperative that both Councils strive to meet these needs 
within their boundaries to the greatest extent possible. Environmental constraints should be taken into consideration, 
but must also be weighed against the development needs of the area and the aims of national planning policy which 
seek to boost significantly the supply of housing. This is particularly important in an area where the need for housing is 
so acute, both to meet local needs and also to support the anticipated level of job creation forecast over the plan 
period. The objectively assessed need figures provided in the HEDNA take into account the need to increase housing 
delivery in order to ensure that there will be enough workers for the likely increase in jobs, with nearly 1,700 additional 
homes included within the overall housing figure to meet this objective. Any shortfall in delivery against the overall 
level of need identified will therefore have negative impacts on the economic objectives for the area, in addition to the 
obvious issues associated with failing to deliver sufficient housing. With this in mind, the need to meet the identified 
level of housing need must be one of the key objectives for the Local Plan. In addition, the objectives must commit to a 
robust approach to amending the Green Belt to ensure that enduring boundaries can be created, based on physical 
features which are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent in order to accommodate the Districts’ needs. 
Further comment is provided below in relation to Question 7 and the issue of u Further comment is provided below in 
relation to Question 7 and the issue of unmet needs. Question 5 – Spatial Strategy Options The Councils’ intention to 
seek to maximise development potential to meet needs arising in the plan area is strongly supported, as is the 
recognition that the levels of need are sufficient to justify a review of the Green Belt. Having established the need for a 
Green Belt review, it is therefore necessary to ensure that this is based upon a sound and robust evidence base, which 
takes account of the 5 purposes of the Green Belt set out in national policy as well as other environmental constraints 
such as the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Any sites which are not constrained by 
environmental factors, and which do not serve these 5 purposes, should be considered for release to meet 
development needs in the current plan period, as well as the identification of safeguarded sites to meet development 
needs in the longer term. In respect of the spatial strategy and hierarchy options proposed in the consultation paper, 
we consider that Option E – built area extensions to a wider range of settlements represents the most sustainable and 
deliverable way in which to maximise the delivery of housing in the plan area. This will ensure that development is 
focused on the most sustainable settlements across the plan area, including the Secondary Settlements in South Bucks 
which the adopted Core Strategy has already identified as being sustainable locations with good access to services and 
facilities. The Core Strategy sought to deliver at least 70% of new housing within or adjoining Principal and Secondary 
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Settlements, albeit stating that new development at Secondary Settlements would be “limited”. However the updated 
evidence base for the consultation paper clearly demonstrates a significant increase in housing requirements for the 
plan area as a whole, and emerging policies must reflect this level of need, especially having regard to the issue of 
unmet need which is discussed below in relation to Question 7. It is not feasible that the significant level of housing 
required could all be delivered within or adjacent to only the Principal Settlements, so the role to be played by 
Secondary Settlements must be increased. Over-reliance on a small number of strategic sites will increase the risk to 
achieving the necessary levels of delivery, as they inevitably take longer to bring forward, and if one or more were to 
fall away it would have significant implications on the delivery of the plan’s strategic objectives. Enabling the delivery of 
a broader range of sites in a wider range of locations will ensure choice and competition in the market for land, 
resulting in a plan which is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy. It is 
acknowledged that extensions to the settlements identified in Option E will not on their own deliver the required level 
of housing, and so this option should be pursued alongside Option C (extensions to principal settlements) and Option G 
(detailed review of Green Belt boundaries). The combination of these 3 options will enable sites to be brought forward 
in broad range of sustainable locations, and facilitate the delivery of housing on both smaller and larger sites. Question 
6 – Settlement and Site Options Having regard to the comments above, it is considered that Stoke Poges represents a 
good location for the delivery of new housing. It was identified in the 2011 Core Strategy as a Secondary Settlement in 
the second tier of the hierarchy which, along with the Principal Settlements, would accommodate 70% of new 
development in South Bucks. In considering the areas around Stoke Poges for the release of land from the Green Belt, 
the Green Belt Assessment published with the consultation documents has considered the land surrounding the 
settlement as falling into one of three parcels: Area 70 to the north east, Area 76 to the west and south, and Area 81 to 
the south east. The methodology for this Assessment has been applied to the two parcels of land submitted alongside 
these representations, as mentioned above, in order to consider each against the 4 purposes of the Green Belt which 
are relevant to this review: 1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 2. To prevent neighbouring 
towns merging into one another; 3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 4. To preserve the 
setting and special character of historic towns; and The fifth purpose (to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging 
the recycling of derelict and other urban land) is considered to have already been taken into account when the 
designation was originally made, and it will not enable any differentiation to be made between existing areas of Green 
Belt. We agree that this purpose should not therefore form part of the Assessment. Land east of Gerrards Cross Road 1. 
To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas The site to the north east of Stoke Poges, east of Gerrards Cross 
Road, is located within area 70. Area 70 extends from Stoke Poges at the south towards Gerrards Cross to the north, 
but is not at the edge of an identified large built up area and does not serve to check outward sprawl due to the 
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existing barrier created by the M40. As such, it does not serve the first purpose of the Green Belt and has been scored 
correctly as 0/5. 2. To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another With regard to the second purpose, Area 
70 is identified as being almost all of the ‘essential gap’ between Stoke Poges and Gerrards Cross, as well as 
maintaining a gap to Fulmer and Wexham Street to the east, and has been scored 5/5 in the Assessment. However, 
with particular regard to the land in the south-eastern corner of area 70, including the submitted parcel of land east of 
Gerrards Cross Road, this is bounded to the north by Frame Wood, to the east by an existing hedgerow and has existing 
residential development to the west and south. The woodland to the north is an established defensible boundary, and 
the existing housing west of Gerrards Cross Road already extends further north than the southern boundary of Frame 
Wood. As such, development on this parcel of land south of Frame Wood would not lead to any physical or perceptual 
reduction in the gap between Stoke Poges and Gerrards Cross. Similarly, the hedgerow along the site’s eastern 
boundary forms a boundary which matches the extent of existing housing adjacent to the south along Hollybush Hill, 
and is sufficiently screened by existing landscaping to the south east that its development would not lead to any 
physical or perceptual diminishing of the gap between Stoke Poges and the settlements to the east. On this basis, 
whilst the wider expanse of Area 70 is considered to be scored correctly, it is considered that this site comprises a less 
essential gap which would not affect gaps between Green Belt and non-Green Belt Settlements, and should be scored 
1/5. 3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment The Assessment recognises the variation in 
character within Area 70, and describes the south west of the parcel as having more of a sense of encroachment, with 
development along Hollybush Hill being heavily enclosed with densely planted buffers. The presence of housing 
immediately adjacent to the south and west of this site means that it already has an urban/urban fringe character, 
when viewed from Gerrards Cross Road, and the aforementioned dense buffer planting around development on 
Hollybush Hill means that views of the site from the east would be heavily screened. Therefore, the development of 
this site would not represent encroachment into the countryside, and a proposed development layout could be 
brought forward with significant levels of landscaping along the eastern boundary, to ensure the creation of an 
enduring new Green Belt boundary to match existing planting to the north and south east. The semi-urban character of 
this area means that it should score 2/5 against this purpose. 4. To preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns The Assessment states that none of Area 70 forms the setting of a historic town, and therefore it scores 0/5. This 
same score applies to the site east of Gerrards Cross Road. In summary, whilst Area 70 as a whole has been scored as 
strongly scoring Green Belt, the site east of Gerrards Cross Road is judged to be weakly scoring Green Belt when 
considered against the same methodology, as it fails to meet or weakly meets all 4 purposes, with no score higher than 
2/5. 1 – Sprawl 2 – Merging 3 – Encroachment 4 – Historic Setting Overall Summary Land East of Gerrards Cross Road 0 
1 2 0 Weak As such, the site clearly comprises a sub-area of the type identified within category 3 of the conclusions of 
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the Green Belt Assessment (paragraph 6.1.2), which states: “Medium or strongly scoring General Areas where there is 
clear scope for sub-division to identify weakly performing ‘sub-areas’, including the presence of boundary features 
which have the potential to be permanent and recognisable; these areas could be afforded further consideration in 
accordance with the above provisions.” Accordingly, the land east of Gerrards Cross Road should be given further 
consideration for release from the Green Belt, in order to deliver much-needed housing to meet local needs. Land west 
of Greys Park Road and south of Rogers Lane This site falls within Area 76 of the Green Belt Assessment, and forms part 
of a wider area to the south of Stoke Poges which Appendix 4 of the consultation document has identified as a Built 
Area Extension Option for under Option E discussed above. The identification of this area for a sustainable extension to 
Stoke Poges is strongly supported. With regard to the 4 purposes of the Green Belt against which sites are being 
assessed, we have the following comments to make for the site to the west of Greys Park Road and south of Rogers 
Lane: 1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas Area 76 is located between Stoke Poges and Farnham 
Common, but also wraps around Stoke Poges to both the north and south. None of Area 76 is adjacent to a large built-
up area, and so it scores 0/5 against the first purpose. 2. To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another Area 
76 forms the essential gap between the non-Green Belt settlements of Farnham Royal, Farnham Common, Stoke Poges 
and Slough. The south eastern corner of Area 76 does not provide separation between Stoke Poges and Farnham Royal 
or Farnham Common, and Area 85b lies to the south between Area 76 and Slough, maintaining the separation in this 
area. As such, this parcel of land in the south east of Area 76 is considered to be a less essential gap, of sufficient scale 
and character to accommodate development without causing merging between settlements, which should score 1/5. 3. 
To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment Whilst Area 76 as a whole is identified as containing less 
than 5% built form, the Assessment states that the south eastern corner around this site contains a concentration of 
built form. Therefore, whilst the majority of Area 76 contains a rural and open character, the south eastern parcel 
possesses a semi urban character and should therefore score 2/5. 4. To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns None of Area 76 abuts an identified historic settlement core, and so the whole of it scores 0/5 for this 
purpose. As with the site discussed above, when considered against the same scoring criteria as contained within the 
Green Belt Assessment’s methodology this clearly demonstrates that the south eastern part of Area 76 forms a weakly 
performing sub-area within a strongly scoring wider general area. 1 – Sprawl 2 – Merging 3 – Encroachment 4 – Historic 
Setting Overall Summary Land west of Greys Park Road and south of Rogers Lane 0 1 2 0 Weak The strong, defensible 
boundaries and existing built development around West End Lane to the west, Rogers Lane to the north, Grays Park 
Road to the east and Park Road to the south clearly indicate that this is a sub-area which should be given further 
consideration for release from the Green Belt. Question 7 – Unmet Needs As the two Councils have a challenging 
housing requirement to deliver, it is appropriate to start dialogue with neighbouring authorities regarding any potential 
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for addressing unmet needs through the duty to cooperate. However, the consultation document identifies the 
potential for 7,500 dwellings, 50% of the full objectively assessed need for the Plan area, to be met in Aylesbury Vale. 
This is considered to be an unacceptably high figure, and certainly not one which is indicative of striving to meet the 
National Planning Policy Framework’s core planning principle (paragraph 17) of making “every effort […] to objectively 
identify and then meet the housing, business and other development needs of an area, and respond positively to wider 
opportunities for growth”, and the need for Plans to “set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is 
suitable for development in their area”. Whilst it is acknowledged that the Plan area is currently very constrained by 
Green Belt throughout, and the Cotswolds AONB to the north, it remains incumbent upon the Councils to seek to meet 
as much of their own housing needs as possible within the Plan area. Having acknowledged the need for a Green Belt 
review to meet even 50% of the area’s needs, the Plan should take every opportunity to release sites which are 
considered to not strongly meet the purposes of the Green Belt, both for development in the current plan period and 
for safeguarding to meet future needs. With particular regard to Aylesbury Vale, the location of this Borough to the 
north of Chiltern District and its distance from South Bucks in particular means that it is questionable how well 
development here would serve the needs of the plan area. This is highlighted by the identification of Aylesbury Vale as 
falling within the Luton and Milton Keynes Housing Market Area, also including the local authority areas of Milton 
Keynes, Central Bedfordshire, Bedford and Luton. Secondly, having started work on the preparation of the Vale of 
Aylesbury Plan, following receipt of the examining Inspector’s initial conclusions in January 2014 this plan was 
withdrawn. The Inspector concluded that Aylesbury Vale had not satisfied the duty to cooperate, and furthermore that 
the proposed levels of housing provision were unlikely to meet the needs of the HMA. Given the challenges already 
being faced within this neighbouring HMA in meeting its own housing needs, the capacity of Aylesbury Vale to 
accommodate an additional 7,500 from a neighbouring HMA must be questioned. It is acknowledged that both Chiltern 
District and South Bucks had participated in the examination process for the Vale of Aylesbury Plan, but nevertheless 
the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan must endeavour to meet its own needs insofar as it possibly can. Seeking at this 
very early stage to export 50% of its housing need is not considered appropriate. Regard must also be given to the 
potential for neighbouring authorities to the south and east to also seek to export unmet need, potentially turning to 
the Chiltern and South Bucks area in this regard. Question 8 – Meeting affordable housing need The significant level of 
affordable housing need must be addressed by the Plan, giving due regard to viability and other constraints on delivery. 
The key mechanism for securing affordable housing delivery is as part of market housing developments, and a 
proactive approach to maximising housing delivery will also ensure that increased levels of affordable housing can be 
delivered. Furthermore, the delivery of both market and affordable housing within the Plan area will ensure that the 
high levels of need are being addressed in the same areas where those needs arise. It is difficult to see how the delivery 
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of 50% of the area’s housing needs within a different housing market area will meet the local needs of Chiltern District 
and South Bucks. 

Rep3930 Mr 
Patrick Gurner 
PSP Consulting 

The January 2016 ‘Initial Consultation (Regulation 18)Incorporating Issues and Options’ Questions 5 & 6 In our opinion, 
there should be no further development in or around Iver without the certainty of delivery of a relief road for Iver. We 
agree with the statements in the January 2016 Issues and Options Document that: • Vehicles also use the A412 from 
the M25 Junction 1 through Iver Heath towards Slough and the M4. This rat running can cause problems of congestion 
and impact on the condition of rural roads through over use and large vehicles using unsuitable roads for their size. • 
There are two issues associated with Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) in South Bucks. The first is the HGVs accessing 
industrial estates in the Iver and Richings Park area; The routes that the HGVs have to take to access the industrial 
estates are not suitable to accommodate the high volumes of HGV traffic resulting in a negative impact on residents’ 
quality of life • Iver Village – has a reasonable range of facilities, although the High Street is in need of regeneration. 
Has a regular bus service between Slough and Uxbridge. Nearby train station has regular services between Reading and 
London Paddington. There are problems with HGV and other commercial traffic from nearby industrial estates running 
through the High Street and using surrounding country lanes. Many people have suggested that a relief road is needed 
to ease these problems. The South Bucks Core Strategy aims to reduce the number of HGV movements generated by 
industrial sites in the Iver/Richings Park area, as this appears to offer the most realistic and cost effective option. 
However, should such measures prove unsuccessful, or other opportunities arise, Transport for Buckinghamshire would 
support in principle the provision of a relief road (or alternative means of access to the industrial sites), along with 
complementary traffic management measures, whilst making it clear that public funding is unlikely to be available in 
the foreseeable future. The January 2016 draft Iver Topic Paper sets out the issues but does deliver any positive 
interventions to solve the problems. The March 2010 Bucks CC Iver and Richings Park Transport Paper explained the 
relief road options that had been considered in the past and gave details of traffic survey data (now quite old) to show 
that 12,725 vehicles per day travel along Iver High Street and 827 (or 6.5%) of these are heavy goods vehicles. These 
numbers will have increased over the past 6/7 years. PSP Recommendation: The new Local Plan should take forward 
the work in the 2010 Transport Paper by bringing the work up to date and reconsidering the relief road options, to give 
a firm and deliverable recommendation with positive engagement from the Parish Council and the local community.  

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

Rep3932 Mr 
Andrew 
Ferguson 

Question 1: South Bucks and towns like Beaconsfield are primarily commuter towns and residents in employment tend 
to be London commuters. As the HEDNA does not consider commercial growth in London as a driver of jobs growth in 
London as a consequential driver of housing requirements in South Bucks, the Evidence Base for the housing needs 
assessment for this area is very incomplete. I understand from the local plan presentation in Beaconsfield town hall by 
district councillors Bagge and Naylor, that jobs located in south bucks tend to be filled by commuters from the north of 
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the county. If this is the case, then providing additional 9jobs in the south of the county will only serve to increase 
congestion on the key routes north/south across the area. In summary, without detailed consideration of jobs growth 
projections for London, and without consideration of the number of train seats available for London-bound 
commuters, it seems premature to try to gauge housing demand in Beaconsfield. Question 2: No Question 3: Don't 
know Question 4: I strongly support the objective to maintain existing greenbelt land. I strongly agree that the delivery 
of necessary infrastructure (schools, doctors, leisure facilities, train capacity for London bound commuters, trunk roads 
improvements, parking) is important. Moreover delivery of infrastructure should come before new housing 
development; a coherent plan for the delivery of this necessary infrastructure should come before any new land for 
housing development is identified and set aside. I agree that the implications of HS2 traffic need to be considered. I 
understand that significant numbers of HGV journeys will pass through Beaconsfield on the A355, near/ through some 
proposed development sites. Considering the impact of this HS2 traffic, adding housing and commercial development 
to the south and south-east of Beaconsfield has the potential to cause very significant traffic and environmental issues 
in this area of south bucks. Question 5: It is very important the proposals to extend any settlement consider the impact 
on the town and the existing residents. Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross are primarily commuter towns and so 
succesful extension of housing in these large towns would necessitate additional train services into London to service 
the new resident's. For me the provision of infrastructure is vital. Without comprehensive plans to deliver road and rail 
infrastructure, additional school places and doctor's services, any growth in settlement sizes risks having a significant 
negative impact on residents. For me the hardest to deliver is additional train-seats. Question 6: no comments 
Question 7: I would support the exploration of options for Aylesbury Vale to assist in meeting housing needs. Question 
8: no comments Question 9: no comments Question 10: no comments Question 11: development on the proposed 
sites to the south, east and south-east of Beaconsfield will adversely impact the local environment as it would 
signicifcantly impair the character of Beaconsfield Old Town, an existing conservation area with significant history and 
local cultural importance. Question 12: no Question 13: Beaconsfield currently lacks a large green space in the town 
itself. The town is surrounded by high quality greenbelt land which is an important leisure resource for the town, 
however within the town itself there are only small green areas. I would like to see a plan for the selection of a 
candidate for a town park. This could be central (ie the site of the current Beaconsfield town hall), or on the outskirts of 
the town (ie towards the south-east corner of the town on the existing greenbelt land, where there are currently some 
allotment gardens). Question 14: Vison for Beaconsfield (V4B) submitted a proposals document to the town council last 
year, and this is currently under review. I would support the inclusion of any relevant proposals from this V4B 
document in the Local Plan document as a neighbourhood plan for Beaconsfield. This document is based upon 
significant contributions from local residents and so can be considered to reflect local needs and wishes. Question 15: 
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no comments Question 16: A CIL would be vital to the delivery of any additional housing. As mentioned above, the 
succesful delivery of any new housing can only be achieved by delivering the infrastructure first, and funding will be key 
to this delivery. The key piece of infrastructure to be delivered is additional rail services into central London. Question 
17: Development on the proposed sites to the south, east and south-east of Beaconsfield will signifincantly impair the 
function and purpose of the existing greenbelt areas by dissolving the existing greenbelt seperation between 
Beaconsfield and Seer Green and Beaconsfield and the M40. The preservation of undeveloped land between 
settlements is one of the core functions of greenbelt land and any proposal to erode the seperation between 
Beaconsfield and its surroundings is clearly flawed. A point made above, and I will make it here again, is that any 
additional housing in Beaconsfield, needs to consdiered alongside the provision of additional train seats to take these 
new residents into London, where many of them will be employed. The rail service and parking at Beaconsfield station 
is provided by Chiltern Railways, and so going forward with the allocation of greenbelt land to housing without 
consulting with Chiltern Railways as to the future provision of rail services would be likely to result in future issues for 
Beaconsfield residents. Additionally, other aspects of local infrastructure need to be carefully planned for before any 
greenbelt is released for housing. Of most concern to me is local school places. I am well aware that primary schools in 
Beaconsfield are already over-subscribed with several local children not accomodated in Reception last year. 

Rep3933 Mr 
Russell 
Watkins 

Q1: I do NOT believe that sufficient housing has been calculated in either district. NOR do I believe that SBDC have 
factored for the true numbers of affordable homes that are required for essential workers and young professionals in 
their district. Q2: A thorough analysis of available sites MUST be identified in a TOTALLY impartial way. There are 
numerous sites in the SBDC area that are derelict, damaged and under-utilised that represent, in total, a large potential 
without having to take over playing fields and amenity land. Q3:As above. For example; availability of land in Farnham 
Royal/Farnham Common. For example: Church Road, Farnham Road, Crown Lane etc Q4: In general I agree with the 
framework of the proposals. However the councils MUST look in more detail at smaller parcels of land that DO have the 
potential and fit EASILY into the infrastructure frameworks that exist already. Q5: The councils should adopt a 
combination of a),b) and d); tailored to the housing and social issues relative to the divergent communities within the 
two districts. SBDC intimate they have available land in "high cost" areas Q6: The areas already mentioned in Farnham 
Royal/Farham Common: Church Road, Farnham Road, Crown Lane, Black Pond Lane have no redeeming social, cultural, 
economic or aesthetic features and should be considered as potential areas for development, especially for affordable, 
low cost and shared ownership homes. Q7: The housing needs of SBDC, as highlighted in the last Core Strategy, have 
NOT been met. The inspectors requirement that SBDC and Slough District Council should co-operate and consult on 
requirements for housing and review potential areas for housing and homes for the elderly has NOT happened. In fact, 
to the general public, they appear to be at loggerheads. I am of the belief that the situation in SBDC is dire for young 
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people who wish to become owners of homes at realistic prices within the borrowing power of their lower incomes. 
Q9: It is the council's moral and social obligation to provide extentions to existing sites and new sites, even within 
Green Belt for this use. Q10: The councils MUST look closely and thoroughly for potential sites for what will be a HUGE 
growth in numbers of elderly people through to 2036. The provision for care/sheltered/accessible housing for this age 
group is paramount. As are the provisions of ammenities and infrastructure: transport, roads, schools, medical 
facilities, places of worship etc. Q11: The Chiltern and South Buck areas have wonderful heritage assets that should be 
preserved and enahanced as well as be made more accessible within each community context. Q12: No, I am not aware 
of any unprotected heritage assets. Q13: The Farnham Park resource MUST remain as a green area for recreation and 
play. To use that area for housing, thus destroying valuable open sports fields, would be a dereliction of SBDC's duty-of-
care for the local communities. Q14: Local measures must be encouraged and supported in order to maintain the 
longevity of a community spirit. This must be done by enabling younger families to still be able to live in those 
communities through the provision of suitable and financially accessible housing, schooling etc . Q15: The councils must 
look at each option and LOOK WIDER. In principle I support the protocol. Q16: I am in total support of the need for the 
study. Q17: The councils have duty-of-care, commitment and co-operation that MUST be demonstrated. There can be 
NO DELAY. In particular the housing needs MUST be addressed and fulfilled sooner. 

Rep3935 
Sheila Patel 
Rep3936 Mr 
Clive 
Messenger 

To whom it may concern My address is […] August End George Green I am writing to confirm that I strongly object to 
the proposal to any development in the green belt area in the surrounding area. my concerns are about reducing 
country side in an already very built up area and the lack of infa structure in the local area to support more residents.    

Rep3937 Mr 
Neil Coxhead 
Chairman 
Hedgerley 
Parish Council 

Hedgerley Parish Council has initiated a Neighbourhood Planning prioces. The resulting Neighbourhood Plan will: - 
Define Local Green Space designations, to identify areas that the community would like to be considered. - Include local 
measures that reflect the characteristics and needs of the local area and to assist the community to influence change in 
Hedgerley. 

   

Rep3938 Mr 
Jonathon 
Rowlatt WYG 
on behalf of 
The Epilepsy 
Society 

We write on behalf of the Epilepsy Society (the client) to submit formal representations with respect to the 
consultation for the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation period ending on 14th March. In summary 
we are supportive of the identified key objectives across the two districts and welcome the opportunity to present our 
comments in relation to the client’s site; The Epilepsy Society, Chesham Lane, Chalfont St Peter, Buckinghamshire, SL9 
0RJ. The new Joint Local Plan establishes the development needs within the plan area, drawing on the influences of the 
market and functional economic market assessment areas. A number of evidence based documents contributed to the 
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initial findings of the necessary projected housing targets and economic provision. This letter will look at the most 
relevant evidence and draw upon the primary findings of the studies that relate to the Joint Plan area but also more 
specifically the Chiltern area, in which the site is located. The two main discussion points will be the provision of 
additional housing and the most suitable locations for this provision, taking into consideration the potential release of 
green belt area for expansion of the built up boundary. Epilepsy Society The Epilepsy Society was launched in 1892 with 
the aim to establish a settlement for people with epilepsy who were capable of work but due to their condition had 
difficulties finding a job. Once sufficient funds were in place the Society bought Skippings Farm near Chalfont St Peter 
with first patients admitted in 1894. By the 1980s the Society had gained an international reputation in the field of 
epilepsy care with further expansion, providing outpatient clinics. By the year 2000, the Society’s world leading 
research and medical services had gone from strength to strength, with residential care focused on those with severe 
epilepsy and associated learning or physical disabilities. In order to facilitate all of the services and support offered to 
patients, the Society’s campus accommodates a range of carers’ accommodation, research laboratories, administration 
and employee office space, alongside other ancillary accommodation. In order to continue the world leading 
contribution that the Society makes to the field of epilepsy they require a review of their current landholdings and 
possible opportunities for potential expansion of their accommodation, facilities and research and medical 
laboratories. In 2000, an overall programme was developed by the society which looked at the potential new 
development required by the Society over a number of years. This was followed by a number of successful planning 
applications. This programme was presented in a holistic and comprehensive manner and was consulted on with the 
local authority. Given the current policy development and Green Belt assessment being carried out across 
Buckinghamshire it is timely for the Society to once again review its existing assets and set out projections of what may 
be required in the coming years, to ensure the continued provision of support and research at the Chalfont site. Our 
position as acting planning agent is to assist the Society with this review and advise accordingly, as well as constructing 
these current representations. Joint Local Plan Objectives and Vision As discussed above the purpose of the joint plan is 
to assess the required provision of housing and where this may be located within the two districts. In looking at the 
evidence base documents it was concluded that the ‘best fit’ approach to defining both the housing market area (HMA) 
and functional economy market area (FEMA) was to ensure that Chiltern and South Bucks districts formed part of the 
same HMA and FEMA. This will be discussed further in the subsequent section. This is important to note, as they 
contribute to the projected housing target for the timeframe of the local plan. The Buckinghamshire Housing and 
Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) is published as a draft document and will be updated at key 
stages, however currently identifies the following main needs: Needs Chiltern District South Bucks District Joint Local 
Plan Housing Nos General 7,300 7,800 15,100 Affordable 1,100 1,600 2,700 Total 8,400 9,400 17,800 In conjunction 
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with examining housing provision, a Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) will be updated and 
published at each local plan stage to understand ‘supply’ opportunities and to test whether they can be delivered 
within the Plan period. HELAA sites will form the basis from which development proposal sites will be drawn for the 
Joint Local Plan. The final HELAA will be important to determine the assumed level of development capable of helping 
to meet development needs. It is important to note that the current draft HELAA used to inform the Issues and Options 
consultation does not include open space within the built-up areas that may be surplus or development options within 
the Green Belt. The Council is currently undertaking a Green Belt Assessment, the outcome of which will inform the 
subsequent HELAAs. The Joint Local Plan sets objectives and a vision for the plan period up until 2036. The main 
aspects that shall be discussed in our representations are as follows; · Housing provision numbers and where the 
anticipated numbers will be located; and · Spatial Strategy option (b) – urban extensions to main settlements 
(Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont and Chalfont St Peter) Generally residents do not wish to see Green Belt releases 
in their area, however significant numbers accepted that some Green Belt loss may be required, given the highly 
constrained nature of the District. By virtue of the overall limited supply of land for new development in this area, the 
councils have considered that there are exceptional circumstances to review the Green Belt. As part of this review, 
Chiltern and South Bucks will look at built area extensions (Option C) alongside a detailed review of the inner Green 
Belt boundaries (Option G) to address any existing anomalies, areas of significant development (such as the Epilepsy 
Society) and/or small scale releases which would meet the test of exceptional circumstances to undertake a change, 
whilst not undermining the purpose of the Green Belt. Provision of Housing The National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) has a presumption in favour of sustainable development which should be evident in both plan-making and 
decision-taking. Furthermore para 14 states ‘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 . . .’ In compiling the Joint Local Plan both Chiltern and South Bucks seek to ensure that a realistic housing 
target is set and one which will meet the demands and needs of present and future residents of the districts. To 
achieve this, Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 2015 (January 2016) sought to 
establish the Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for housing in the area. The starting point for this, in line with the PPG, 
was to review the latest household projections published by the DCLG, which suggested that across Buckinghamshire, 
household numbers would increase by 40,847 over the 20-year period 2013-33, an average of 2,042 per year. However 
when further detail was assessed and associated patterns of migration incorporated a total housing need of 42,728 
dwellings was required over the period 2013-33 across the Buckinghamshire HMA. Additionally, affordable housing was 
reviewed with the proposed OAN to provide 10,500 dwellings over the 20-year period 2013-33. This would provide for 
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the current unmet needs for affordable housing in addition to the projected future growth in affordable housing need. 
The table below sets out the range for each local authority area. Aylesbury Vale (2013-33) Chiltern (2014-36) South 
Bucks (2014-36) Wycombe (2013-33) Bucks HMA (2013-33) Market Housing 16,700 6,200 6,200 11,700 39,500 
Affordable Housing 4,600 1,100 1,600 3,400 10,500 Total Housing Need 21,300 7,300 7,800 15,100 50,000 Full OAN for 
Housing across Buckinghamshire The overall housing need was increased substantially from the DCLG starting point, 
partly to balance jobs and workers and partly in response to Market Signal indicators. The affordable housing study also 
identified that some people were unable to afford their housing costs and could potentially move away from the area 
that was particularly evident in Chiltern and South bucks where housing costs are highest. In summary for the period 
2013-2033 an average of 2,500 dwellings per year will need to be provided including an average of 525 affordable 
housing units per year. In terms of the Joint Local Plan there is a requirement to provide 15,100 across Chiltern and 
South Bucks districts until 2033, thus equating approximately to 755 per year over the assessment period. The local 
authorities will determine where housing will be allocated across the local plan area taking account of population 
projections, migration and demographic change, housing demands and affordability of the various area (NPPF, para 
159). Interestingly, the market evidence of several reports established Chiltern as forming part of the Central 
Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area (HMA) given its relationship to the other key areas within this market area, such 
as Aylesbury, whereby a greater percentage of the housing provision is located. South Bucks was allocated to the 
Reading and Slough HMA given the similarities between the particular areas. The Functional Economic Market Area 
(FEMA) was also established on the same principles. However, the document ‘HMAs and FEMAs in Buckinghamshire: 
The Impact of a Joint Plan for Chiltern and South Bucks’ states that the ‘best fit’ identified in the evidence based 
analysis is not always the most practical for the construction of a joint local plan. This is set out in the PAS OAN 
technical advice note, which states: ‘It is best if HMAs, as defined for the purpose of needs assessments, do not 
straddle local authority boundaries. For areas smaller than local authorities data availability is poor and analysis 
becomes impossibly complex’. The preliminary conclusions identify that the substantial majority of the population in 
the Chiltern and South Bucks combined area (over 75%) live in the Central Buckinghamshire functional area which was 
identified in the initial evidence based study. The document above establishes that South Bucks should form part of the 
Central Buckinghamshire HMA and FEMA which would comprise Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe. 
There are several reasons for this and links that set out the strong relationship of Chiltern and South Bucks districts. The 
report, ‘Identifying HMAs and FEMAs in Buckinghamshire and the surrounding areas’ conveys the influence that the 
FEMA can have on the provision and allocation of additional housing within the Chiltern and South Bucks area. The 
report identified the similarities in economy, suggesting a strong draw and intake of particular work streams alongside 
the strong transport links the areas have with one another as well as Central London. South Bucks and Chiltern have a 
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high concentration of ICT/Film/Digital Media employment alongside higher value business and professional services, 
whilst Aylesbury features more strongly in terms of high tech manufacturing. South Bucks property market is relatively 
small with the last five years take-up having fallen whilst the primary employment areas of Chiltern are Chesham, 
Amersham and Chalfont St Peter. As part of the criteria for assessing appropriate HMAs, housing prices can be used to 
identify sub-market areas. In context of Chiltern and South Bucks districts, the house prices tend to be higher than the 
county average, whereas prices in Aylesbury Vale tend to be lower than the county average. This disparity again 
illustrates the relationship between both Chiltern and South Bucks against that of other parts of the county, such as 
Aylesbury. It emphasises the importance of catering for all residents of the county with a variety of housing and 
locations. The same relationship of prices exists for the Broad Rental Market Areas across South Bucks and Chiltern, 
versus Aylesbury. Having identified the necessity for South Bucks and Chiltern to be within the same HMA and FEMA 
and some of the links between the two districts, with a general distribution requirement for each district, the 
Neighbourhood Plan of Chalfont St Peter (2013-2028) provides more detailed analysis of the key objectives for the 
neighbourhood that the Epilepsy Society’s site is located within. The landscape of the village is quite different, with the 
east layout more formal ‘parkland’ interspersed with farmland and the west, generally characterised by farmland and 
woodland with a less formal layout and more rural character. The Epilepsy Society is located to the north-east of the 
village in a landscaped ‘campus’ which includes several Grade II listed buildings. The site is currently designated as a 
‘Major Developed Site’ in the Green Belt in the current Core Strategy and allows for some redevelopment or infilling 
provided that it does not have any adverse impact on the openness of the Green Belt or the listed buildings. The 
contribution of the Society both in terms of community and health care, but also employment, is fundamental to the 
prosperity and vitality of the village, creating a unique character to the surrounds. Through consultation on the 
Neighbourhood Plan it was recognised that local people had concerns over the high proportion of larger homes and not 
enough smaller homes for young families and older people looking to ‘down-size’. This is also set out in the evidence 
based documents, underpinning the data of the Joint Local Plan, which has been discussed above. Chiltern District has 
the highest proportion of detached dwellings within Buckinghamshire at around 45% compared to the national average 
of 22.5%. These concerns create one of the six objectives of the Plan, which is to provide a wider range of different 
house sizes across all tenures and a greater range of affordable housing (Policies H1 and H2). Taking account of the 
housing pressures, the identified HMAs and FEMAs, linkages between South Bucks and Chiltern districts and the varying 
trends, it is evident that a greater balance of housing type and tenure most be provided. The next section will examine 
the Spatial Strategy that the Joint Local Plan is undertaking and how this relates to the site of the Epilepsy Society. 
Green Belt Assessment As initially set out, the Council will undertake a review of their spatial strategy and Green Belt 
land as part of the Joint Local Plan consultation process, to assist in understanding where housing provision can be best 
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placed. One of the key evidence based documents feeding into the Local Plan, and most relevant for the land at the 
Epilepsy Society, is that of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment (Part 1A): Methodology carried out by Arup. 
The draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessments (HELAA) will also be used to inform the Council of 
appropriate sites for development. The HELAA is at a very early stage and does not account for all possible sites, thus 
will be a live document moving forward that will be revised following the initial consultation period. It is important to 
note that the draft HELAA does not represent policy and will not determine whether a site should be allocated in the 
Local Plan or granted planning permission. The sites identified are in effect a ‘pool’ from which Local Plan proposal sites 
can be tested and brought forward. There are a number of stages involved in this process, one of which is a call for 
sites. During the earlier preparation of individual Local Plans our client submitted two potential sites and again we will 
submit additional sites for consideration during this process and which form part of these reps in Appendix A. The 
purpose of the Green Belt Assessment is to provide evidence of how different areas perform against the Green Belt 
purposes set out in national policy; the relevant district authorities can then take this into account alongside other 
evidence in making decisions about possible changes to the Green Belt boundaries. The assessment may indicate an 
expansion can occur or a contraction or perhaps no changes are appropriate. A key objective of the Green Belt 
Assessment was to identify and delineate logical and justified parcels of Green Belt land for assessment, review each 
land parcel, evaluate and score the individual land parcels and thus conclude the performance of each land parcel. The 
conclusions of the this first part of the assessment will consider whether any land not currently within the Green Belt 
fulfils Green Belt purposes and whether there is justification for including land within the Green Belt. Any such 
proposals should be consistent with the NPPF and include precisely defined boundaries. The NPPF advocates openness 
and permanence as essential characteristics of the Green Belt (para 79) with the five purposes of the Green Belt being 
(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. 
However, in addition to this, the NPPF also states that (para 81), ‘local planning authorities are required to plan 
positively to enhance the beneficial use of the Green Belt’ and that once boundaries (para 83), ‘are established, Green 
Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation of review of the Local 
Plan’. The preparation of the Joint Local Plan is such a circumstance whereby it is essential to review the Green Belt 
boundary given the pressures of housing delivery and the under provision of housing in the last several years. The 
Chiltern District Monitoring Report 2013/2014 reported that 135 net new dwellings were completed over the report 
period of which 6 were affordable, falling below the Core Strategy target of 145 per annum of which 33 should be 
affordable. The new projected annual target in accordance with the evidence based documentation of the new Joint 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

740 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Plan estimates circa 365 per annum for the Chiltern area alone. These statistics highlight the severe under provision of 
housing and the necessity for the district council to review the Green Belt to assess suitable areas whereby the 
boundary lines could be altered. To assist with this assessment and the development of the HELAA, Chiltern and South 
Bucks have a Land Owner Site Nomination Process that will form part of the Emerging Joint Local Plan. These sites may 
be sited in the Green Belt and will be examined alongside the Green Belt review of suitable sites for reconsideration. 
Acting on behalf of our client the Epilepsy Society, we have put forward a site to the north of the Society’s land holding 
(Debenham House and land to the rear). The site is currently brownfield, consisting of redundant Epilepsy Society 
accommodation, admin functions, and a large number of existing agricultural, horticultural and ancillary buildings, all in 
varying states of disrepair. To the south of the site is the wider Epilepsy Society land holding, including residential 
accommodation, admin facilities, car parks and research functions. To the north are playing fields, also within the 
Society’s ownership. The site is on the edge of the existing settlement of Chalfont St Peter, one of the three main 
settlements in the District. There is a primary access point from Chesham Lane onto Micholls Avenue already in place 
and the site can also be accessed with sustainable modes of transport including walking, cycling and a bus service with 
a bus stop close by the site. The site already has a substantial scale of existing built development within its boundary 
and skirts the existing built-up boundary line to the north of Chalfont St Peter. A number of the buildings within the site 
area have partially collapsed, or are hardstanding footings where agricultural sheds once stood. In the assessment of 
the Green Belt boundary and the Spatial Strategy option (b) of the Joint Local Plan, this site presents an opportune 
location for the Green Belt to be released to incorporate this parcel of land within the built up area of Chalfont St Peter. 
Furthermore the intended purpose of the Green Belt as set out above has already been compromised with the existing 
buildings on site and could be enhanced through sensitive and sustainable overall masterplanning of the site. In 
addition, Chiltern Core Strategy (policy CS13) identifies, ‘land at the Epilepsy Society as a Major Development Site 
within the Green Belt where development proposals will be considered providing there is no greater impact on the 
openness of the Green Belt than the existing development’. This consideration of the adjoining site illustrates the 
recognition of the Council that a balance between the openness of the Green Belt and development can co-exist on 
sites along the built up boundary of the town. 88.4% of Chiltern is designated as Green Belt land presenting a 
significant constraint in the provision of the 365 unit annual completion target for the Chiltern district alone. The NPPF 
(para 85) states that local authorities should, ‘define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily 
recognisable and likely to be permanent’. In the re-consideration of boundary alterations, boundary identification 
should be underpinned by durable features such as existing development with strongly established, regular and 
consistent boundaries, roadways or waterways. The proposed site has clear site boundaries that could easily be applied 
to this criteria, thus restricting any further urban sprawl that would otherwise have been restricted by the existing 
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built-up boundary of Chalfont St Peter. The conclusion of the Green Belt Assessment Part 1A is that Arup have set out a 
tabular examination of an array of sites across Buckinghamshire that have undergone a series of tests to understand 
the possibility of whether they are appropriate for release from the Green Belt. A sub-section (plot 38a) of the Society’s 
land holdings has been recommended for further consideration of release from the Green Belt having passed the 
applied tests. We support this recommendation and welcome the next stage of the assessment that the Council will 
undertake. It is important to emphasise the vital work the society perform on a national level, as well as the positive 
benefit that the society have on the village itself. For over 100 years, the Society has provided care facilities and 
research from this site and the level of research is ever increasing and internationally important. Development that 
facilitates and improves the operations of the Society should be encouraged, especially where it results in the 
consolidation and improvement of a currently disparate and piecemeal site. Conclusions In compiling these 
representations to the Joint Local Plan, we have also attended a meeting with the policy team at Chiltern District 
Council to discuss the potential requirements of the Epilepsy Society, but also to better understand the location of the 
required development across Buckinghamshire. From our case set out above it is clear that other areas within the 
county have a different base line character, market and needs, from Chiltern and South Bucks. This is evident in the 
examination of the housing market areas and the drivers that influence these, conveying where housing prices, 
commuting patterns and business types differ. Chalfont St Peter in particular is a well established town within Chiltern 
and will require additional housing over the Joint Plan period. The nominated site within the Epilepsy Society’s campus 
presents an ideal opportunity whereby further development associated with the Society’s needs may be considered 
and also where an element of housing may be considered. For all the reasons set out in this letter we welcome the next 
stages of the Local Plan consultation and further stages of the Green Belt assessment. 

Rep3939 Mrs 
Louise 
Munton 

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 
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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 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. 

to be considered in addition to 

the opportunities that are 

available on brownfield sites. 

 

Rep3941 Mr 
Sanjog Singh 
Sandhu 
Rep3942 Dr 
Ranjit Sandhu 
Rep3943 Mr 
Rajbans Singh 
Sandhu 
Rep3944 Mrs 
Harjeet Kaur 
Sandhu 
Rep3945 Mr 
Armaan Singh 
Sandhu 

I would like to state my total objection to this proposal, and cannot bear to see such a lovely area abused in this 
manner. This is an AONB without any doubts, and has often been the reason for refusals to build and develop before. 
There will be a massive disruption to the beautiful area, and you may as well live in the City itself. The reason we chose 
to live here was the location and surroundings. So, we would definitely be moving on, if this goes through. It will cause 
no end of traffic problems, roads, Schooling, Shops, Parking is already hard to find. The local wildlife will be disturbed, 
and the rainfall issues are never ending. All this additional housing will ruin the standard of life of the existing villagers. 
It seems very unfair, that the Government would even propose such a preposterous project. You will no doubt have all 
the long winded reasons for the objections, but my take on this is very simple. This proposal will ruin the lives of the 
existing villagers.  

 The Local Plan will need to 
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Rep3946 Mr  Its come to my attention that there are plans for beautiful green belt land opposite to my home being considered to   
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Abdul Sattar transform into possible housing developments. I strongly object to this as my purchased of the home back in 2002 to 
enjoy the view of beautiful natural woods and nature across to my home. Please ensure this do not progress and is not 
allowed.  

Rep3947 Mr 
Robert Burns 
& Mrs 
Madeleine 
Burns 

I feel more than enough development of Chalfont St Peter has taken place and, without any proper notice to the 
residents of this town, Chiltern District Council proposes to build yet more housing, all of which appears to be on green 
belt land, over and above the 600 houses for which planning permission has already been granted. Development 
should be concentrated towards the centre rather than outside the centre and only brown sites shoud be considered. 
There are plenty of derelict sites aroundringes 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. There are insufficient schools in Chalfont St Peter to accommodate pupils on 
such a large scale if so many houses are to be built. There is already strain on schools from the existing population and 
there is no evidence that extra schools are to be built. These would, in any event, need to be central to the village 
where the bulk of the population are. . There are only 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: 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. 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 
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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 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 
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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 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 
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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 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 
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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.  There is no need for housing to be 
built in this inprecedented way to the detriment of those of us who have lived in Chalfont St Peter for many years.  We 
are feeling very much under siege from government unnecessary legislation and look to our councillors, elected by us 
and not the prevailing government of the day, to take care of our interests in the event of government attack on our 
green belt.  Please take care to look at all brown sites and ensure that all these avenues have been looked into before 
event considering taking up green belt. 

Rep3948 Mr 
David Raeside 
on behalf of 
Eton College 

It is considered that this site on the fringe of the settlement of Farnham Common could beneficially be considered, 
individually, or together with other closely related land for alternative zoning thereby meeting the objectives of 
National Planning Policy (NPPG). The site is comprises low quality overgrown woodland. Whilst there are some 
specimen trees there are many damaged and decaying items. Voids exist. It is considered that areas of the site could be 
to utilised in order to contribute to housing needs thereby supporting the economy whilst providing the oppportunity 
for public open space and biodpdiversity improvements. The site could support residential development of mixed 
densities in a pleasant wooded environment. 

  

Rep3949 Mr 
David 
Saunders 

Question 1 The expanded Wilton Park site should be released from Green Belt to a limited extent, providing that 
adequate protection is given to the semi-rural setting of the town must be preserved, including the open countryside to 
the east of the existing route line of the A355 of open countryside, and Ancient Woodland. However, any and all future 
development must only take place when the infrastructure ie sewage disposal, water and power supply, waste, 
transport, parking, school places and GP provision can support more housing. The 350 homes planned for Wilton Park 
is already more than the infrastructure of the town can handle. Questions 2&3 No other sites should even be 
considered by SBDC. The sites along the stretch of road between jct.2 of the M40 and Pyebush roundabout should not 
be released from Green Belt for industrial use or housing, as the area currently helps to create a sense of entering a 
semi-rural town, and would suffer further air pollution and adversely affect Traffic flow, especially at peak 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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Furthermore Beaconsfield has already seen over intensification of development, such as along Station Road, which 
threatens it character. No current sites of public open space, sports or leisure facilities should be moved elsewhere, as 
? Beaconsfield does not have sufficient sports and leisure facilities right now. Question 4 The objectives of the new 
Local Plan should be to: • Ensure that additional infrastructure is completed before adding to the housing population. • 
Protect the character and the semi rural atmosphere of the Town from any additional over development. • Protect the 
Green Belt buffer which creates “green fingers” the edges of the town, and the Areas of Special Character. Questions 
7&8 • 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. • The only need for new housing is 
that which provides family homes which essential workers, ie nurses , teachers, police officers can afford, and starter 
homes for those young people who were brought up in the Town and are now beginning their careers; . • The principle 
of an integrated community can be met with contributions from developers and the Community Infrastructure Levy to 
provide a greater number of affordable homes Question 10 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), and a 
residential home is also being built at Knotty Green. Little account has been taken of people wishing to remain in their 
own homes, possibly receiving some support from carers at home; the very high cost of residential care (around £1,000 
per week) must be recognised. Question 11 Protection of Heritage assets (e.g. buildings, landscapes, sites, places, areas 
which help shape character of a town), and Protection of Ancient Woodland and hedgerows and their habitats are 
highly important to the Community and help to further enhance the character of the Town. Question 12 Penn Road is 
under pressure from developers who have been writing to property owners inviting them to sell up or sell off part of 
their gardens. Consider making Penn Road, Burkes Road and Gregories Road Conservation Areas to give more 
protection from intensification which would destroy the character of the town. 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 along Station Road and we do not want another Station Road which would spoil 
the character of the town, increase traffic and put an increased strain on infrastructure. Question 13 Do you wish to 
designate any Local Green Space? – you may wish to identify areas to be considered as Local Green Space. You may 
wish the existing playing fields at Wilton Park to continue as playing fields because the town has few leisure facilities. 
Question 14 The re-development of shops and garages within their existing footprint but expanded to 3 or even 4 
storey buildings could be considered within the existing shopping parades in the New Town Question 16 Do you have 
any comments on infrastructure, such as: • 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 
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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, and will require more school places, and will add to the pressure on the two – GP 
surgeries and there is no longer an A&E department at Wycombe hospital. Question 17 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 • Planning policy 
should address basement excavations by limiting size, distance from boundaries, noise and requiring full and deep 
screening by planting. 

Rep3950 Mr 
Paul Keywood 
Coda Planning 
Ltd on behalf 
of Cape PLC 

Iver Lane Landfill Site, Iver Lane, Iver Representations on behalf of Cape plc Contents Executive Summary 1. 
Introduction 1 2. Overall Development Strategy 7 3. Housing and Economic Development Needs 11 4. Suitability of 
Cape Land 15 5. Suitability for a Motorway Service Area 24 6. Summary and Conclusions 27 Appendix 1: Site Ownership 
Plan Appendix 2: Composite Site History and Allocation Summary Appendix 3: Strategic Overview Plan Appendix 4: 
Summary of Site History Appendix 5: Turley letter dated 16 September 2015 to South Bucks District Council Appendix 6: 
Pinnacle Consulting Flooding Extents Plan, March 2016 Appendix 7: Delta Simons High Level Ground Conditions and 
Mitigation Assessment Appendix 8: WSP Parsons Brinckerhoff Technical Note, March 2016 Appendix 9: Aspect Ecology 
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal Appendix 10: Illustrative Site Parcel Options, and MSA Comparisons, Turley, March 
2016 Appendix 11: Indicative MSA Layout, ‘Option B’, Woodlands Park, Iver (1994) Appendix 12: Cape plc 
Representation Form Local Plan Process issues 3. Paragraphs 6 and 151 of the National Planning Policy Framework (‘the 
Framework’) are clear that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable 
development and Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable 
development. 4. Therefore, the starting point of any Local Plan process should be an assessment of required 
development needs and the most sustainable development locations to meet these needs. 5. However, the Councils 
have not done this. It has accepted that exceptional circumstances exist to review the Green Belt to meet identified 
needs, but a flawed Green Belt Assessment has been used to dictate the quantity of, and location for development. We 
question why a Green Belt Assessment should be given sufficient weight to pre-judge the outcome of required housing 
numbers and strategy. The Green Belt Assessment should be only one of a number of technical assessments which help 
to appraise and refine the sustainable development options. 6. Accordingly, the inclusion of Cape’s land within the 
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Green Belt is no reason in itself to reject the land as being unsuitable (or unsustainable) for further consideration. The 
sustainable merits of developing this land should be considered first and then balanced against any perceived harm to 
the value of the land as Green Belt. 7. In considering the value of Green Belt in isolation at the start of the Local Plan 
process, the strategy being advanced by the Council is already suggesting non-delivery of around 50% of housing and 
an equivalent proportion of employment land, when there is no certainty that Aylesbury Vale (as the intended recipient 
of this shortfall) will accommodate this. Altogether, this presents a flawed and ineffective strategy that is unsound. 8. It 
cannot be ignored that of the responses to the 2015 Issues and Options Consultation, very few respondents supported 
the spatial strategy option of Chiltern and South Bucks’ needs being met by neighbouring authorities through the Duty 
to Cooperate. Suitability of the Cape site 9. Cape’s land has strong potential as a suitable, available and deliverable 
development plan allocation to sustainably contribute towards meeting assessed housing and/or employment needs, 
as is demonstrated in this submission. 10. The Draft HELAA rejects the former Iver Lane Landfill Site at Stage 1. The 
factors raised in the document for this rejection on grounds of Green Belt, not being previously development land and 
flooding considerations do not provide robust grounds not to take the site forward for further consideration in the 
Draft HELAA. This is for reasons that: i. the exceptional circumstances justification for releasing Green Belt sites is 
accepted by the Joint authorities; ii. 97% of the land area is not within Flood Zone 3; and iii. in view of the long history 
of gravel extraction and landfilling and residual contamination, the land should in no way be considered on equal terms 
with greenfield sites. 11. Clear guidance in the PPG states that where shortfalls arise “Plan makers will need to revisit 
the assessment, for example changing the assumptions on the development potential on particular sites (including 
physical and policy constraints)”. There are compelling grounds to reappraise and include the Cape land for 
consideration in the next stage of HELAA work and in the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan. The opportunity to also 
deliver significant enhancement of the contribution of the land to meeting the objectives of the Colne Valley Regional 
Park, for example in terms of enhancing the landscape, enhancing biodiversity, recreation and access should be 
factored into this assessment. Suitability of the Cape site for a MSA 12. The 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation includes 
as a main issue the response to the Highways England position that “a new Service Area should be developed in the 
Green Belt off the M25 between the M40 and M4”. 13. The Cape land is large enough to accommodate a MSA and 
assist in meeting housing and employment needs. The land should be considered a preferential location for a MSA and 
related facilities. 14. MSAs provide an important road safety function and Department of Transport guidance now 
specifies provision of opportunities for motorists to stop every 30 minutes, with a maximum spacing of 28 miles. The 
distance between the nearest M25 services at South Mimms and Cobham exceeds this and Cape’s land offers the 
significant advantage that it would almost be equidistant; and therefore best placed to provide an on-line facility to 
serve the unmet needs on this western sector of the M25. 15. In assessing the newest M25 MSA at Cobham the 
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Secretary of State agreed that the harm that would be caused to the Green Belt, countryside and landscape by almost 
every MSA site proposed for the western sector of the M25 is inevitable. However, the unmet need amounted to very 
special circumstances sufficient to clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and any other harm. 16. Suitable 
highway access can be provided in principle to the Cape land from the M25 and no overriding constraints have been 
identified which prevent development of part of the site for a MSA. 17. Cape’s land is a suitable, logical, deliverable and 
ideally located site to address this Local Plan main issue. Conclusion 18. Overall, the spatial strategy of asking Aylesbury 
Vale to accommodate 50% (or more) of assessed needs so early in the plan preparation process and based on a flawed 
Green Belt Assessment is unjustified, irrational, unsound and would be unsustainable. A more careful and rigorous 
reassessment is required of available land and sites within the Joint Plan area. 19. Sites such as Cape’s land have been 
prematurely ruled out, to the detriment of achieving the ‘step change’ that the Government and the Local Plan is 
seeking to achieve in delivery of new homes and employment space. New evidence as provided in this document 
legitimately enables the site to be considered afresh. 20. Inclusion of the Cape land as an option in the next stage of the 
Plan will enable the Local Plan to take a meaningful step closer to sustainably meeting and delivering objectively 
assessed needs for employment and new homes within its boundaries. In this way the Plan can be more robust and will 
be less likely to fail. With regard to Framework paragraph 14, there is no evidence at this stage that “any adverse 
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits”. 1 1. Introduction 1.1 We submit 
representations on behalf of Cape plc to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) 
Incorporating Issues and Options (‘the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation’), and supporting evidence base documents. 
1.2 These representations follow those made by Cape to the 2015 Regulation 18 Consultation and ‘Call for Sites’ as part 
of South Bucks’ initial consultation on the proposed South Bucks Local Plan 2014 to 2036, which sought recognition of 
the potential of land owned by Cape to assist in delivery of sustainable development in a highly sustainable location to 
meet significant anticipated future needs arising in the South Bucks authority area. In addition, the representations 
presented the opportunity to deliver improvements to the management of the land as a former gravel extraction and 
landfill site; and the opportunity to enhance the landscape, biodiversity, scope for recreation, for environmental 
education and access as part of the Colne Valley Regional Park. Purpose of Cape’s Representations 1.3 The purpose of 
these new representations to the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation is as follows: i. to provide comments on the scope 
of the emerging Local Plan and the issues the Local Plan should address; ii. to highlight the flawed process being 
followed by the Council in seeking to meet objectively assessed needs – and the evidence base documents associated 
with this; iii. to underline the suitability and deliverability of Cape’s land to meeting assessed needs through delivery of 
sustainable development; and iv. demonstrate the suitability and deliverability of the land in principle to provide for 
unmet needs defined by DfT policy for a motorway service area serving the western sector of the M25. 1.4 Cape’s land 
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ownership to which these representations relate is outlined by the solid red lines on Turley drawing 1100 provided at 
Appendix 1. This equates to just over 50 hectares of land and is therefore a very meaningful land resource and 
opportunity in this regard. This representation document forms the main body of Cape’s representations. The 
Representation Form is appended. The Priority and Justification for Change 1.5 Paragraph 6 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (‘the Framework’) states that “The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable development”. Paragraph 151 states that “Local Plans must be prepared with the 2 
objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development1. To this end, they should be consistent with 
the principles and policies set out in this Framework, including the presumption in favour of sustainable development”. 
1.6 These representations are therefore made and framed on the basis of the Framework and statutory requirements 
to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. 1.7 In the Foreword to the 2016 Local Plan Initial 
Consultation it is noted that it states it is “vital for the Councils to have in place an up-to-date Local Plan that will 
identify the right level of development to be planned for to best meet local needs”. It is also stated that there is the 
“need to rise to the challenge of increasing past rates of development in order to better contribute to housing and 
economic needs”. (Emphasis added) 1.8 The Plan Vision and Objectives for South Bucks include identification through 
the responses to the 2015 Regulation 18 Consultation of a number of main issues. Those of particular focus in these 
representations relate to the following matters: (a) “the scale of development required to meet needs being a 
challenge due to limited supply and environmental constraints”; and (e) “the Highways England view that a new Service 
Area should be developed in the Green Belt off the M25 between the M40 and M4 junctions”. 1.9 Moreover, we seek 
the consideration of the former Iver Lane Landfill Site in assisting meeting the objectives of the Plan and addressing 
these identified matters. Introduction to Cape’s Landholding 1.10 Cape is the owner of approximately 50 hectares of 
land located on the urban edge of Uxbridge, falling within South Bucks District administrative area. The land is 
identified on the plan at Appendix 1. The site has no landscape quality and is located on the edge of Uxbridge and 
contained by the M25 motorway. The large majority of the site has been subject to gravel extraction, followed by 
historical landfilling. It has therefore previously been developed and presents a significant opportunity to assist in 
contributing towards assessed housing and employment needs. This is illustrated on the drawing at Appendix 2. 1.11 
The Cape representations to the 2015 Regulation 18 Consultation and ‘Call for Sites’ describe the characteristics and 
location of the site in further detail. The key points can be summarised as follows: • The land is located approximately 1 
mile (1.6 km) from Uxbridge, which is designated as a Metropolitan Centre by the London Plan (2015). Metropolitan 
Centres are second after International Centres in the Town Centre classification hierarchy. Uxbridge Town Centre 
supports approximately 100,000 sqm of retail floorspace and associated services. 1 This is a statutory obligation under 
section 39(2) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, rather than a general objective. 3 • The settlements 
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of Iver and Iver Heath are located to the west, accessible via Iver Lane. • Iver is a designated Local Shopping Centre and 
located 0.7 miles (1.1km) to the south-west, with a range of shops, restaurants and services catering for local needs. • 
Cowley Local Centre is located 500 metres to the east. Cowley High Road contains a range of shops and services. • 
Brunel University’s campus is located approximately 750 metres to the east. In 2014-15 the University provided places 
for almost 13,000 students and employed nearly 2,500 staff.2 • As regards public transport accessibility, rail services 
are provided at Uxbridge London Underground Station within Uxbridge town centre and the Station offers services to 
Central London on the Metropolitan and Piccadilly Lines. A bus stop immediately to the south of the land on Iver Lane 
provides services to Uxbridge and the wider area. Strategic rail connections are provided by the Great Western Main 
Line running south of the site with a station at Iver, approximately 1.5 miles (2.5 km) to the south. Iver will also be 
served by a future Crossrail station offering direct links to Central London and to stations to the west. • Strategic 
highway connections are also provided close to the land. Junction 1 of the M40 is located to the north and junction 16 
of the M25 is located to the northwest. Junction 4 of the M4 is located to the south, and junction 15 of the M25 to the 
south-west. 1.12 The land is therefore well-located in respect of public transport and strategic highway infrastructure. 
(Further detail is provided in the assessment prepared by WSP Parsons Brinckerhoff at Appendix 8). The strategic 
context of the land in relation to major transport infrastructure (existing and future) and the Green Belt is shown at 
Appendix 3. A summary of the site history is appended at Appendix 4. LPA Response to 2015 Representations 1.13 The 
representations made by Cape to the 2015 Regulation 18 Consultation and ‘Call for Sites’ as part of South Bucks’ initial 
consultation have been recognised in part through references in the Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability 
(‘Draft HELAA’) document published by South Bucks and Chiltern District in January 2016. 1.14 A review of the Draft 
HELAA findings is provided in section 3 below. Appendix 1 to the Draft HELAA includes Cape’s land (described in the 
document as site ‘SB0062 – Former Iver Lane Landfill Site, Iver Lane’) and confirms that it was put forward through the 
Call for Sites. Appendix 10 of the Draft HELAA also refers to the site and indicates its status as ‘Stage 1 Rejected’. The 
comments/conclusion given in Appendix 1 of the Draft HELAA as to why the site is excluded is specified as: 2 Brunel 
University – Facts and Figures, July 2015 4 “Green Belt not previously developed in flood zone 3” [sic] 1.15 This 
conclusion is flawed as it is factually inaccurate, as will be demonstrated below. Secondly, and most pertinently, it is a 
site on the edge of the urban area, yet no consideration is given to whether it could deliver or contribute to a 
sustainable pattern of development; the principal objective of the planning system (see paragraph 1.5 above). 1.16 As 
such, the incorrect tests have been applied. To reject so readily a significant former mineral extraction and landfill site 
of more than 50 hectares which can deliver beneficial and sustainable development is unjustified, premature and 
would be a major missed opportunity. It is simply not sound to readily discount a clearly sustainable location for 
development. 1.17 Cape is firmly of the view that the land should be a Growth Option for testing and/or an 
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Employment Area of Search in the next draft HELAA and Preferred Options Draft Local Plan. Its rejection is prejudicial 
to delivery of sustainable development and both successfully achieving what the Foreword to the draft Local Plan 
specifies to plan for the “right level of development… to best meet local needs” and the “need to rise to the challenge 
of increasing past rates of development in order to better contribute to housing and economic needs”. Purpose of Cape 
plc’s Representations 1.18 It is acknowledged at paragraphs 4.9 to 4.11 of the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation that 
there is a clear shortfall between assessed needs and the estimated supply of homes and employment land. These 
representations seek to assist in demonstrating that land owned and under the control of Cape presents: 1. a 
reasonable and deliverable sustainable option to assist in reducing these shortfalls (including for specialist and 
affordable housing) – and therefore enables the Local Plan to deliver a more sustainable outcome; 2. the opportunity 
to provide an appropriate location for development to complement or relieve pressure on Iver and nearby villages; 
and/or 3. is a reasonable, realistic and ideally located option to address the unmet strategic need for a motorway 
service area (‘MSA’) to serve the western sector of the M25 motorway, with regard to Department for Transport (‘DfT’) 
policy on the spacing and provision of MSAs3. 1.19 As highlighted previously in the 2015 Regulation 18 Consultation 
there are additional reasons why full and careful objective consideration of the Cape land outlined in red at Appendix 1 
is entirely appropriate. These remain valid, as follows: (i) The opportunity to deliver improvements to the management 
of the land as a former gravel extraction and landfill site and bring forward active measures to mitigate existing 
contamination risks and prevent potential future environmental issues arising; and 3 Annex B of DfT Circular 02/2013 
‘The Strategic Road Network and the Delivery of Sustainable Development’ 5 (ii) The opportunity (in tandem with (i) 
above) to deliver significant enhancement of the role and contribution of the land to meeting the six defined objectives 
of the Colne Valley Regional Park, for example in terms of enhancing the landscape, enhancing biodiversity, creating 
opportunities for recreation, for environmental education and access for all. 1.20 The eastern boundary of the site 
provides a frontage of approximately 950 metres in length to the western bank of the River Colne; to which there is 
presently no public access. 1.21 Overall, the land provides a significant opportunity for much greater contribution to 
the development and infrastructure needs of Chiltern and South Bucks Districts than at present. 1.22 This 
representation also provides comments on the relevant evidence base studies, notably the following: • Draft 
Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Needs Assessment (HEDNA); • Draft Chiltern and South Bucks Housing and 
Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA); and • Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Phase 1, including the 
methodology employed. 1.23 This representation further provides outline technical details of some of the principal 
considerations that would arise from the use or development of some or all of the Cape land for housing, employment 
development and/or for a MSA. (relating to ground conditions and contamination, access/transport, flood risk and 
ecology). This representation, and the future representations which Cape intends to make to assist and contribute to 
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the preparation of the new Local Plan provide the impetus for, and a beneficial opportunity to promote better 
understanding by the authority and other relevant bodies of the legacy issues at the site – and in turn how these can be 
resolved in tandem with beneficial and positive re-use of the land. Structure 1.24 The structure of these 
representations in the following sections is as follows: 1.25 Section 2 below explains the concerns relating to the 
underlying development Local Plan strategy in seeking to meet objectively assessed needs. 1.26 Section 3 appraises 
and provides comments on the Draft Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Needs Assessment (HEDNA), split into 
considerations/comments on housing needs and economic needs. 1.27 Section 4 of these representations 
demonstrates the suitability of the land to provide for employment needs and/or housing needs and includes a critical 
review of the Draft Chiltern and South Bucks Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 6 (HELAA) and 
Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Phase 1 undertaken on behalf of the Buckinghamshire authorities by Arup. 
1.28 Section 5 of the representations explains the suitability of the land as for providing the unmet need in the western 
sector of the M25 for roadside facilities in the form of a MSA to fulfil the requirement under the ‘Plan Vision and 
Objective’ for South Bucks to provide “a new Service Area [to] be developed in the Green Belt off the M25 between the 
M40 and M4 junctions”. 1.29 Section 6 then provides a summary and conclusions. 7 2. Overall Development Strategy 
2.1 Paragraph 6 of the Framework states that “The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement 
of sustainable development”. 2.2 Paragraph 14 of the Framework states: “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”. (Emphasis added). 2.3 These 
paragraphs are often quoted, but their importance should not be diminished as a result. Paragraph 4.6 of the 2016 
Local Plan Initial Consultation confirms that “the councils seek to maximise development potential to meet needs 
arising in [the] plan area within the context of a revised settlement hierarchy, whilst still meeting the policy objectives 
of national policy such as taking into account environmental constraints and infrastructure needs and in particular the 
achievement of sustainable development”. 2.4 Therefore, the starting point indicated i.e. ‘the achievement of 
sustainable development’ (as also highlighted by the Framework above) is the only correct starting point for the 
development plan. However, the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation provides no assessment or steer as to where the 
most sustainable locations to accommodate assessed needs are likely to be. 2.5 At this stage the 2016 Local Plan Initial 
Consultation seeks only to test responses to a number of spatial strategy and hierarchy options (Option A to Option L) 
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to meet assessed needs. However, the value of this exercise is substantially undermined by the councils having already 
pre-determined (at December 2015) that approximately half of the objectively assessed housing and employment land 
needs “cannot be planned for in the Joint Plan”4. Surely, the assessment of the sustainable development options 
should inform whether the objective assessed need can be accommodated in the District. It is flawed to pre-judge the 
outcome that the full OAN cannot be accommodated. 4 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation, paragraph 4.10 8 2.6 This 
also significantly underplays the position presented by the South Bucks and Chiltern District councils in the letter from 
Mr Beckford dated 4 December 2015 to Mr P Williams of AVDC in commenting on the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 
2013-2033 Issues and Options Consultation. Bullet point (g) in the letter states as follows: “You will appreciate that to 
arrive at an unmet need of 7,500 dwellings at this stage that the councils have had to make a number of assumptions 
linked to its emerging draft Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) and options to be tested as 
part of the Green Belt Assessment Phase 2. Collectively this assumes delivery in the plan period of 7,600 dwellings 
within Chiltern/South Bucks [out of an assessed need of 15,100 dwellings] which should not be considered as a given. 
This level of growth will be a stepped change and is expected to present some very significant challenges particularly as 
the majority of sites will need to be within the current Green Belt, assumption that some sites can be a identified 
within and can be designed to mitigate impact on the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, all sites can 
achieve sustainable development and development levels will be able to secure the necessary infrastructure. Therefore 
there is a risk that the joint Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan at later plan stages could fall short of the 7,600 dwelling 
assumption, increasing the level of unplanned housing. As such the councils ask that Aylesbury Vale consider the 
request to meet 7,500 dwellings from Chiltern/South Bucks as a general figure and to build in flexibility in the Aylesbury 
Vale Local Plan to accommodate more or less as both local plans progress”. (Emphasis added). 2.7 Bullet point (i) of the 
same letter refers to AVDC also accommodating employment needs, as follows: “In addition to the estimated 7,500 
dwellings being asked to be accommodated in the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan, the councils would also ask that a 
proportionate level of employment need is also accommodated in the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan in order to promote 
sustainable development patterns”. 2.8 AVDC states at paragraph 3.7 in its ‘Five year housing land supply position 
statement’, January 2016 that “As part of the Issues and Options consultation for VALP in October – December 2015 
the housing growth numbers included an estimation that Aylesbury Vale will need to provide 10,000 dwellings to 
provide for the unmet needs of other authorities. This was an estimation for the situation at the time of the 
consultation document being written, further work needs to be done to finalise this figure. There is as yet no 
sufficiently tested and agreed evidence from adjoining or other relevant authorities in terms of exact calculation of any 
unmet needs”. 2.9 In terms of Question 7 in the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation relating to this level of unmet 
needs, we would comment that it is very difficult to see how this ‘pass-the-parcel’ approach to meeting assessed needs 
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in locations outside of the South Bucks/Chiltern authority areas where the needs actually arise can lead to a robust 
development plan which can genuinely deliver the most sustainable patterns of development. Negative side effects of 
increased difficulties of matching workers with jobs and higher levels of out-commuting and increased travel distances 
to workplaces and services will inevitably be the outcome. 9 2.10 Framework paragraph 17 specifies ‘Core Planning 
Principles and states that “Every effort should be made objectively to identify and then meet the housing, business and 
other development needs of an area…” and “…set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is suitable for 
development in their area, taking account of the needs of the residential and business communities”. (Emphasis 
added). 2.11 With a number of plans including Aylesbury Vale’s Local Plan progressing in parallel, there can be no 
certainty that authorities in the Housing Market Area such as AVDC can deliver both their own needs and additional 
needs from other HMA authorities. Overreliance on other authorities in the way presents a high risk of failure – with a 
domino effect of development plan strategies then being found unsound or undeliverable. 2.12 Such a heavy reliance 
on unknown sites in another authority without much more rigorous assessment of the opportunities presented by land 
within South Bucks/Chiltern District is a recipe for under-provision and needs not being met. This is at a time when the 
Government is seeking to “boost significantly the supply of housing”5 and the Foreword to the 2016 Initial Consultation 
states that the councils need to “rise to the challenge of increasing past rates of developments…” 2.13 It cannot be 
ignored that of the responses to the 2015 Issues and Options Consultation6 very few respondents supported the spatial 
strategy option of Chiltern and South Bucks’ needs being met by neighbouring authorities through the Duty to 
Cooperate. 2.14 With regard to Questions 5 and 6 in the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation (what spatial strategy 
options should be considered and what should be the priority), Cape responds as follows. 2.15 It is acknowledged that 
the reference to ‘specific policies’ in Framework paragraph 14 above includes land designated as Green Belt. However, 
this is not a barrier preventing consideration of sites through the plan-making process; as evidenced by the Draft HELAA 
which includes a number of sites within the Green Belt in the schedule ‘deemed suitable, available and achievable at 
Stage 2 Assessment’7. 2.16 This is supported by paragraph 4.7 of the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation which 
confirms: “Given the overall levels of need and limited scope for development to meet that need the Council’s consider 
that there are exceptional circumstances to review the Green Belt”. (Emphasis added) 2.17 Other local authorities have 
also included proposals to de-allocate land within the Green Belt through their Local Plan reviews to assist in meeting 
assessed needs. 2.18 In this regard, the two options which are considered most likely to yield the most meaningful 
‘step change’ in opportunities for meeting assessed needs whilst having regard to sustainable development principles 
are: Option D – Comprising built area extensions within the Chiltern/South Bucks administrative area on the edge of 
principal settlements outside the Plan area. Cape’s 5 Framework paragraph 47 6 Reported in the green text box under 
para. 4.5 of the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation 7 Appendix 5 of Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability 
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Assessment, January 2016, Version 3 10 land on the urban edge of Uxbridge (as a defined Metropolitan Centre) is 
considered a particular opportunity to increase the supply of new homes in this regard; and Option K – In relation to 
helping to meet office, warehousing and industrial employment needs, particularly K(ii) (to consider employment 
opportunities to be at or part of Green Belt Strategic Options), K(v) (strategic employment options in the Green Belt 
that are most likely to be attractive to the market and to meet local employment needs) and K(vi) (the best 
opportunities for securing inward investment by allocating new land for accommodating possible displaced 
employment uses should Heathrow Airport expansion proceed). In terms of the location of Cape’s land on the east side 
of the plan area and adjacent to the M25, it would be ideally located to contribute to all three of these sub-options 
under Option K. 2.19 The present situation where, so early in the plan process, half of new dwellings needed in the 
Joint Plan are being pushed to remote and unknown locations under another Local Plan, when urban edge options 
within the Joint Plan exist, is flawed and would not accord with the dimensions of sustainable development. It is also 
means that the Local Plan is not effective and consequently unsound. 2.20 For the reasons above, the present inclusion 
of Cape’s land within the Green Belt is no reason in itself to reject the land as being unsuitable (or unsustainable) for 
further consideration. To further add weight to the appropriateness of these options, paragraph 3.7 of the 2016 Local 
Plan Initial Consultation highlights 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”. 
(Emphasis added) 2.21 Overall, it is not robust for the 2016 Initial Consultation to have already provisionally 
determined that only half of objectively assessed housing and employment needs can be accommodated within South 
Bucks and Chiltern District. The HELAA remains in draft, yet sustainable urban edge opportunities such as Cape’s 50 
hectare site at Iver have already (and prematurely) been ruled out. However, the exceptional circumstances 
justification for releasing Green Belt sites is accepted by the Joint authorities8 and other Green Belt sites are being 
taken forward through the HELAA for further consideration. Cape’s land has strong potential as a suitable, available and 
deliverable development plan allocation to sustainably contribute towards meeting assessed housing and/or 
employment needs, as is demonstrated further in the sections that follow. 8 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation, 
paragraph 4.7 11 3. Housing and Economic Development Needs 3.1 As above, paragraph 6 of the Framework states 
that “The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development”. The 
comments above and below and provided in the technical appendices to these representations regarding the way in 
which the assessed housing and economic development needs should be met are framed with this requirement in 
mind. 3.2 Section 2 of the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation presents a high level overview of the approach 
undertaken to assessing and establishing development needs for the plan area through assessments of the defined 
Housing Market Area (‘HMA’) and Functional Economic Market Area (‘FEMA’) and now presented in the ORS/Atkins 
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Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Needs Assessment (‘HEDNA’). 3.3 The figures provided for the full Objectively 
Assessed Need (‘OAN’) for housing across Buckinghamshire summarised at Figure 3 of the HEDNA are noted. 3.4 In 
terms of employment land requirements, it is noted that whilst there is a theoretical surplus of B use class floorspace 
available as identified in the supply-demand balance, the ORS/Atkins HEDNA suggests there is a lack of suitable land 
and lack of flexible space suitable for start-ups and SMEs. Furthermore, larger industrial premises are in short supply9. 
3.5 Cape has commissioned Savills to undertake an analysis of the ORS/Atkins work and to present its own expert 
findings relating to the commercial property market, supply and availability of land and premises, plus demand – and 
the resulting projected demand for the Joint Local Plan period. 3.6 The detail of the analysis can be presented 
separately to the councils if required, but the main findings and conclusions are summarised as follows: i. A focus on 
the ‘best fit’ Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area and Functional Economic Market Area comprising Chiltern, South 
Bucks, Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale district10 underplays the influence on South Bucks and Chiltern District of London, 
Heathrow Airport, the M4, M40 and M25 motorways, Crossrail and pressures facing London boroughs such as 
Hillingdon in delivery of new homes. ii. In terms of office space, based on ten-year average take-up there are currently 
3.4 years of supply in the market within South Bucks. iii. In terms of industrial and warehouse space, 92% of space 
transacted since 2005 in the whole of the South Bucks market has occurred in Iver. 9 ORS/Atkins Buckinghamshire 
Housing and Economic Needs Assessment, paragraph 44. 10 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation, paragraphs 2.3, 2.4 12 
iv. There is only currently 2,027 sqm of available industrial and warehouse supply. Based on ten-year average take-up 
there are currently only 0.4 years of supply in the market within South Bucks. v. South Bucks forms part of a larger 
geographical market area for employment floorspace which is not influenced or limited by local authority 
administrative boundaries. It incorporates west London, particularly the office and industrial market of Hillingdon 
around Heathrow and Uxbridge and extends westwards through South Bucks to include the submarkets of 
Maidenhead, Slough and High Wycombe as part of the Thames Valley. The fast connectivity offered by the M25, M4, 
M40 and rail services makes this an important strategic distribution and industrial location for many occupiers. vi. 
Demand in this wider market is not constrained to each submarket and it is noted that is commonplace for occupiers to 
move between submarkets. Notably, occupiers are not moving to South Bucks because there is a lack of available 
supply for office occupiers from outside this market. vii. There is substantial demand in the wider market for industrial 
property and it is considered feasible that this demand could spread into the South Bucks market if there was a better 
supply of suitable properties available. viii. Much greater recognition and consideration is required of the strategic 
location of South Bucks and Chiltern District relative to London, Heathrow and wider markets. The focus on the ‘best 
fit’ Functional Economic Market Area comprising Chiltern, South Bucks, Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale district and not 
adequately taking account of factors such as loss of employment land in London due to providing for housing needs for 
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a growing London population, displacement of business through the potential expansion of Heathrow and 
improvements to transport infrastructure will mean that the true needs will be underestimated. 3.7 The result of the 
above is that the new Joint Local Plan will not plan for sufficient land to be allocated and the prospects for future 
economic growth will be severely constrained by the lack of supply of employment land and premises. 3.8 The 
indication highlighted in section 2 above that already the Joint authorities have made submissions to AVDC to 
accommodate “supporting employment needs” arising from 7,500 dwellings, (which might perhaps be in the order of 
half of the 15 hectare need for additional employment land) is of particular concern and shows a more rigorous search 
of sites within South Bucks/Chiltern District must be undertaken as part of the HELAA work. 3.9 Providing for South 
Bucks/Chiltern employment land needs in Aylesbury District will be remote from the M25, remote from the M4 and 
M40, remote from Heathrow and serve to ensure that the suppressed economic growth in the plan area will continue 
to be suppressed for the foreseeable future. 3.10 As above, it is difficult to see how this could be seen as a robust 
development plan solution and lead to sustainable patterns of development under national policy. 13 3.11 In terms of 
Question 1 in the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation (relating to the definitions of housing and functional economic 
market areas being used in the HEDNA and further needs assessment work), a wider perspective is required, with much 
greater weight and recognition given to the influence, markets operating and pressures on neighbouring west London 
boroughs. Furthermore, greater recognition is needed of the apparent latent or suppressed needs for employment land 
and premises in the Joint Plan area as a result of very limited supply – which in turn is constraining economic growth. 
Planning for (or relying on) AVDC to accommodate a substantial proportion of both housing and employment needs 
would just prolong and exacerbate the issue further. 3.12 In short, a much greater proportion of new homes and 
employment land needs to be accommodated within the Joint Plan area. This necessitates a more careful review of 
opportunities presented in locations such as the urban edge which has significant advantages in sustainability terms. 
3.13 DCLG Planning Practice Guidance (‘PPG’)11 outlines the methodology for undertaking housing and economic land 
availability assessments. It poses the question: “What happens if the trajectory indicates that there are insufficient 
sites/broad locations to meet the objectively assessed need?” The guidance then provided states: “It may be concluded 
that insufficient sites/broad locations have been identified against objectively assessed needs. Plan makers will need to 
revisit the assessment, for example changing the assumptions on the development potential on particular sites 
(including physical and policy constraints) including sites for possible new settlements”. “If, following this review there 
are still insufficient sites, then it will be necessary to investigate how this shortfall should best be planned for. If there is 
clear evidence that the needs cannot be met locally, it will be necessary to consider how needs might be met in 
adjoining areas in accordance with the duty to cooperate”. (Emphasis added). 3.14 The request made in South Bucks 
and Chiltern District’s representations to AVDC in December 2015 to potentially accommodate a significant proportion 
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of their assessed needs is premature and there is no indication that the site assessment process has been followed in 
this way to robustly “rise to the challenge of increasing past rates of development in order to better contribute to 
housing and economic needs” as suggested is necessary in the Foreword to the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation. The 
Foreword makes clear this is to enable “the right level of development to be planned for to best meet local needs”. 
(Emphasis added). Hoping land might be allocated in AVDC by passing a substantial proportion of provision to another 
authority would not achieve this. 3.15 It would therefore be entirely appropriate (and advocated by the PPG) as a step 
towards assisting in mitigating the 7,500 dwelling/employment land deficit and provide for it locally for the sites on the 
urban edge such as Cape’s land at Iver Lane to be reappraised afresh and in light of further information, as presented in 
these representations. This would legitimately be structured as part of the testing of spatial strategy Option D (built 
area extensions within the Chiltern/South Bucks administrative 11 At Paragraph 026 Reference ID: 3-026-20140306 14 
area on the edge of principal settlements outside the Plan area), Options K(ii), K(v) and K(vi) as explained above. 3.16 
Unless this takes place, it is difficult to see how the critical thread of demonstrating that the Joint Local Plan will ‘best’ 
meet local needs and, with regard to the Framework (notably paragraphs 6, 14 and 17), deliver a sustainable solution 
of allocating sufficient land in the authority areas. 15 4. Suitability of Cape Land 4.1 As explained above, paragraphs 4.9 
to 4.11 of the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation state that there is a clear shortfall between assessed needs and the 
estimated supply of homes and employment land. These representations seek to assist in demonstrating that land 
owned by Cape is suitable to provide: 1. a reasonable and deliverable sustainable option to assist in reducing these 
shortfalls (including for specialist and affordable housing) – and therefore enables the Local Plan to deliver a more 
sustainable outcome; and/or 2. a reasonable, realistic and ideally located option to address the unmet strategic need 
for a motorway service area (‘MSA’) to serve the western sector of the M25 motorway, with regard to Department for 
Transport (‘DfT’) policy on the spacing and provision of MSAs 4.2 This section focuses on the suitability for housing 
and/or employment uses. Considerations relating to suitability for an MSA are outlined in the section below. 4.3 The 
principal concerns of Cape regarding the methodology and findings of the Draft HELAA are outlined below, particularly 
with regard to the exclusion of some Green Belt sites, whilst others are deemed suitable for further assessment 
through subsequent work on the HELAA. 4.4 In addition, the suitability, availability and deliverability of sites has not 
been looked at closely enough to comprise a robust assessment, even allowing for the work undertaken in the 
Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment undertaken by Arup and in the ‘Sustainability Appraisal of the Chiltern and 
South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation’ (January 2016) undertaken by Lepus Consulting (‘the Sustainability 
Appraisal’). 4.5 As explained above, the Draft HELAA published in January 2016 comments in relation to the former Iver 
Lane Landfill Site (site ref. SB0062) only as follows: “Green Belt not previously developed in flood zone 3” [sic] 4.6 The 
three matters are addressed in turn below with reference to the supporting technical or evidence base documents, as 
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appropriate. Green Belt 4.7 As explained in section 2 above, the present inclusion of the Cape land at Iver Lane in the 
Green Belt is not a barrier preventing consideration of the site through the planmaking process for contributing 
towards meeting housing and/or employment needs. This is evidenced by the Draft HELAA which includes a number of 
sites within the Green Belt in the schedule ‘deemed suitable, available and achievable at Stage 2 Assessment’12. 12 
Appendix 5 of Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment, January 2016, Version 3 16 4.8 This is further 
emphasised by paragraph 4.7 of the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation which confirms: “Given the overall levels of 
need and limited scope for development to meet that need the Council’s consider that there are exceptional 
circumstances to review the Green Belt”. 4.9 On 16th September 2015 Turley, on behalf of Cape, set out in a letter the 
reservations regarding the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment – Part 1A: Methodology. This letter is provided at 
Appendix 5. The methodology has been applied in the assessment of defined parcels, including land Parcel 83, which 
includes Cape’s landholding at Iver Lane, and other land to the north and south. 4.10 Fundamentally, the critical 
concerns relating to the methodology outlined in the letter have not been addressed and no response has been 
received to the letter. 4.11 All Green Belt land will likely contribute in some way to one or more of the five purposes for 
designation set out in paragraph 80 of the Framework. An assessment of the value of designated Green Belt land 
against these criteria provides negligible value in determining the areas of consideration for release. Where a local 
authority is preparing an evidence base to test potential sites to be released from the Green Belt in advance of 
confirming the total quantum of development that needs to be accommodated in the Green Belt (as in this case), this 
should first be informed by an exercise to identify the most sustainable locations for development as part of the 
resolution of the overarching spatial development strategy. This approach aligns with advice in paragraph 84 of the 
Framework and the ‘golden thread’ in paragraph 14. 4.12 It is therefore clear that the development strategy should 
promote sustainable patterns of development. However the scoring system used in the Arup Methodology weighs 
heavily against sites contiguous with built up areas, which directly conflicts with paragraph 84 of the Framework. Such 
sites are often in the most sustainable locations, and already benefit from access or connectivity to public transport, 
infrastructure and services. They would therefore be the most appropriate locations for development, subject to 
considering other constraints and compliance with the development plan. 4.13 The Stage 1 Green Belt Assessment 
undertaken by Arup (dated January 2016) provides no explanation as to how the areas proposed for further 
consideration at Stage 2 have been determined. Almost all of the sites identified for further consideration are 
extensions to urban areas, which as noted previously the scoring system rates highly in contributing to Green Belt 
purposes. 4.14 In particular, there is no consistency in the scores achieved by sites recommended for further 
consideration and there is no justification in the proformas on why these sites would be appropriate for development. 
Furthermore, there is no justification in the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation document or HELAA as to why sites 
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have been identified as areas of search in the Green Belt; particularly since not all of Arup’s recommended sites have 
been taken forward – and indeed some new sites have been added which are not supported by the Arup work. 4.15 To 
be robust, the local authority needs to provide further justification on the reasons for discounting certain sites as Areas 
of Search. The comments on why certain sites have been excluded in the HELAA simply notes that they comprise Green 
Belt land that has 17 not been previously developed, but this description equally applies to some sites put forward as 
Areas of Search. Furthermore, it is noted that the Sustainability Appraisal only provides an assessment of the sites 
identified as Areas of Search in the Initial Consultation Document; it does not provide an assessment of other areas or 
sites discounted for comparison. Assessment of Parcel 83 4.16 Notwithstanding our reservations regarding the merits 
and robustness of the methodology of the Arup assessment, we wish to provide a response to the assessment of Parcel 
83. Cape’s land comprises 50 hectares of the 161 hectare area of Parcel 83. This equates to only 31% of the land area. 
4.17 As a general comment, we question the validity of the boundaries used to define the parcel. Iver Lane intersects 
the parcel and provides a clear defensible boundary dividing this parcel into two parts. Slough Road, which runs to the 
north of Cape’s land is arguably a weaker boundary, but is used to split Parcel 83 from Parcel 79 to the north. 4.18 It is 
considered that the majority of comments in the Arup assessment of Parcel 83 relate to the southern part of the parcel, 
south of Iver Lane. The characteristics and function of the northern area, within which our Cape’s site is located, has 
not been adequately assessed. 4.19 Comments are provided below by way of review of Parcel 83 against each of the 
purposes of the Green Belt. Purpose 1 - To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas 4.20 The assessment 
notes that the land parcel is connected to the edge of Greater London, a large built up area and prevents the outward 
sprawl of built up area into open land. It goes on to note that the boundary between the land parcel and the built-up 
area is defined by the River Colne, a readily recognisable and durable boundary and that the Green Belt provides an 
additional barrier to sprawl. 4.21 Paragraph 83 of the Framework states that in considering the alteration of Green Belt 
boundaries, local 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.” Paragraph 85 then states that 
“local planning authorities should… define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and 
likely to be permanent”. 4.22 In the northern part of Parcel 83, the river is the only separation between the built up 
area of Uxbridge and the Green Belt. In this location the river is very narrow and has limited visibility and presence. The 
M25 on the western edge (which was constructed after the Green Belt in this area was designated), in combination 
with the urban area directly abutting the eastern edge of the northern part of Parcel 83 creates an urban setting that 
dominates the character of the site, and is very different to the conditions on the southern part of this parcel, south of 
Iver Lane. Therefore, releasing Cape’s land north of Iver Lane from Green Belt designation would not represent urban 
sprawl, but rather would appear to be a natural extension of the urban area. As above, the M25 provides a much 
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clearer defensible boundary for the urban area, and so the review of 18 the Green Belt Boundary in this location to 
exclude land north of Iver Lane (south of Slough Road) would better comply with Paragraph 85 of the Framework. 
Purpose 2 – To prevent neighbouring towns from merging 4.23 The document states that this “Parcel forms part of the 
narrow gap between the non- Green Belt settlements of Uxbridge and Iver Heath, and Uxbridge and Iver”. It is 
accepted that the part of the site south of Iver Lane provides a more meaningful area of separation between Uxbridge 
and Iver. However, the part of the Parcel north of Iver Lane is not required to provide a clear separation between the 
settlements. If the northern part of Parcel 83 were to be developed, the Green Belt on the west side of the M25 would 
continue to provide separation and continue to prevent the coalescence of the neighbouring settlements. 4.24 The 
assessment also notes that the retention of this Parcel as Green Belt is required in order to restrict ribbon development 
along Iver Lane. While this may be appropriate for the southern part of the Parcel, there is already housing fronting on 
to the northern part of Iver Lane which erodes the sense of openness of this area and the legibility of the boundary of 
the urban area. Purpose 3 - Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 4.25 Under this heading the 
assessment states that despite the presence of ribbon development and other low density structures to the north of 
Iver Lane which constitutes encroachment into the countryside, “the Parcel maintains a strong unspoilt rural 
character”. We strongly disagree with this conclusion and consider that the assessment significantly underestimates 
the urbanising influence of the M25 in combination with the pylons which cross the land, buildings on Palmers Moor 
Lane and proximity of the edge of the urban area on the part of the parcel north of Iver Lane. This parcel is less 
‘unspoilt’ than other locations such as at Iver Heath, which have been identified for possible release from Green Belt. 
4.26 As noted above, the setting of the area to the north of Iver Lane is dominated by urban features. The site is cut off 
from the wider rural area by the M25 and the ribbon development along Iver Lane. Releasing this site from the Green 
Belt would therefore have no impact on the sense of encroachment to the countryside and so it is unnecessary to keep 
permanently open. Green Belt Overview 4.27 Regarding the boundaries of land included within the Green Belt, 
paragraph 85 of the Framework states that: “When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should: ensure 
consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable development...” (Emphasis 
added). 4.28 The delivery of sustainable patterns of development should drive Green Belt boundaries, not Green Belt 
defining where development should be located. 4.29 To this end, the Arup Green Belt Assessment Stage 1 is 
fundamentally flawed. It provides limited value in reviewing Green Belt boundaries as it does not follow the guidance 
set out in the Framework. There is no clear relationship between the outcomes of the assessment of the Green Belt 
parcels and the Areas of Search identified in the 2016 Local Plan consultation document. A robust justification and 
distinction has not 19 been provided why some sites are recommended for further consideration, while others (in some 
cases put forward as part of the Call for Sites in 2015) are excluded. 4.30 For the reasons above, the assessment of 
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Parcel 83 against the purposes of the Green Belt is flawed and gives little weight or recognition to the urban features 
that dominate the character of this site and separate it from the open countryside. It is distinct from land to the south 
of Iver Lane in several key respects and so the assessment overstates the importance of Cape’s land in checking urban 
sprawl, when a more defensible boundary comprising the M25 now exists. In addition, the assessment overstates the 
function of Cape’s land in both restricting the coalescence of neighbouring settlements and safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment. 4.31 For the reasons above, and with regard to the Draft HELAA rejecting the former 
Iver Lane Landfill Site (site ref. SB0062) on grounds it is “Green Belt not previously developed in flood zone 3”, the 
finding in relation to Green Belt is not valid or robust. Floodplain 4.32 The reasoning in the Draft HELAA for rejecting 
the former Iver Lane Landfill Site on grounds it is “in flood zone 3” is also factually incorrect and therefore invalid. 4.33 
A site-specific Flood Risk Report has been prepared by Pinnacle Consulting. This is based on up to date topographical 
information for the Cape land and latest Environment Agency flood data. This is considered a more accurate and robust 
basis on which to determine the accurate flood risk position for the land. 4.34 The plan provided at Appendix 6 shows 
that the south-eastern part of the Cape land is partly within Flood Zone 2 and Flood Zone 3. Flood Zone 3 equates to 
2.9% of the land being promoted for consideration through these representations. Therefore 97.1% is outside Flood 
Zone 3 and this does not present a significant constraint or affect the majority of the land or any consideration being 
given to its re-use or enhancement. Flood Zone 2 equates to 10.4% of the Cape land. 4.35 Measures can be included in 
any development proposals to protect buildings from the risks or effects of flooding. Furthermore, new development 
and landscape enhancement, particularly along the River Colne corridor provides opportunity for providing floodplain 
compensatory storage, but also scope for securing betterment and creating improvements to the surface water 
drainage regime. 4.36 As such, whilst care must be taken to avoid creating obstructions on, and altering the profile of 
the land and drainage regime of land shown by the Pinnacle modelling as within the functional floodplain, this land 
represents a very small proportion of the area of the Cape land. Flooding and flood risk does not therefore represent a 
significant constraint to the potential future beneficial use of the land for development to meet assessed housing and 
employment needs – or for other enhancements, such as to landscape, biodiversity, recreation and public access. 20 
Previously Developed Land 4.37 Cape’s land which is the subject of these representations has a long history of gravel 
extraction and landfilling, as explained in the summary of the history of the site at Appendix 4. The areas of historic 
landfill are shown graphically in the site constraints overview plan at Appendix 2. As a result, the large majority of the 
site is previously developed, damaged and contaminated land. Furthermore, the result of the changes to the land 
brought about by the extraction and landfilling have altered its topography and character. It retains virtually no original 
or natural features. Only the river corridor on the eastern side and the southern part of the site (south-east and south-
west of Palmers Moor Farm) has not been extracted and filled. 4.38 Some restoration has been undertaken at the site 
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under the planning permissions referred to at Appendix 4, but this does not alter the contamination, ground conditions 
and change that has taken place. It is damaged land which could and should in no way be compared to greenfield sites 
in status. 4.39 The Framework and Core Policy 13 of the South Bucks Core Strategy provide detailed policy and 
associated guidance on the development and remediation of land affected by contamination. The Core Strategy 
encourages the remediation of land affected by contamination to bring it back into beneficial use and states that the 
authority is working to identify the legacy of contaminated land within the District. 4.40 The remediation of 
contaminated land is dealt with on the basis that it is ‘suitable for use’. Land should be suitable for its current use and 
any proposed alternative new use that is to be given planning permission. This approach is consistent with the 
Framework and Planning Practice Guidance which encourage remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, 
contaminated and unstable land, where appropriate (paragraph 109). 4.41 The approach is also highlighted in section 
3.0 of the High Level Ground Conditions and Mitigation Options Assessment provided at Appendix 7. Delta Simons have 
carried out a review of details of the ground conditions, monitoring work and other history of the site associated with 
mineral extraction and landfilling. 4.42 The Delta Simons assessment should be read in full but in particular it is noted 
that the assessment identifies (in its section 2.0) that degradation of waste materials of the type at Iver Lane forms 
soluble organic compounds which can enter groundwater and watercourses. Given the likelihood (due to common 
practices at the time of the filling) that the historical landfill areas on the site may be unlined, there is a risk that 
contaminants may migrate off-site to watercourses – for example the River Colne. 4.43 The principal conclusion in the 
Delta Simons preliminary assessment is that subject to the additional assessment items identified and the application 
of established measures routinely used to enable residential and non-residential development to take place on landfill 
and contaminated sites of this type, there is no overriding constraint from ground conditions. Furthermore, the site can 
be made ‘fit for purpose’ for these uses (or related uses such as specialist or affordable housing and healthcare). 4.44 
Overall, with regard to the brief comments in the Draft HELAA in relation to the former Iver Lane Landfill Site, to reject 
it on grounds it is ‘not previously developed land’ is 21 factually incorrect. In addition, it sets aside the history of the 
site, ignores entirely that it is substantially altered and affected by contamination – and the existing policy basis to 
bring land affected by contamination back into beneficial use. It is considered that every opportunity should be taken 
to make beneficial use of sites like these in sustainable locations ahead of greenfield sites to contribute towards 
meeting objectively assessed needs. 4.45 With regard to the three matters in the Draft HELAA for rejecting the former 
Iver Lane Landfill Site at Stage 1, the matters of Green Belt, previously development land and flooding considerations 
do not provide robust grounds not to take the site forward for further consideration in the Draft HELAA. The significant 
gap for unmet development needs, the acceptance that there are exceptional circumstances to review the Green Belt 
and clear guidance in the PPG that in this scenario “Plan makers will need to revisit the assessment, for example 
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changing the assumptions on the development potential on particular sites (including physical and policy constraints)”, 
means there are compelling grounds to reappraise and include the Cape land for consideration in the next stage of 
HELAA work and in the Preferred Options Draft Local Plan. Transport, Access and Infrastructure 4.46 The Draft HELAA 
does not consider sites in terms of their accessibility, connectivity and whether appropriate access can be achieved. 
These are entirely relevant considerations in terms of whether a location can contribute to sustainable patterns of 
development – but also a factor in terms of deliverability. 4.47 WSP Parsons Brinckerhoff has undertaken a preliminary 
assessment of these matters in the Technical Note provided in Appendix 8. 4.48 The Note highlights the highway, 
pedestrian, cycle and public transport connections to the site and demonstrates that there is a good level of 
connectivity as existing to surrounding areas and town centres, plus to wider transport infrastructure. This will enable 
development proposals on the site to be accessible by a range of non-car modes and for occupiers to readily access 
surrounding facilities, services and uses – and therefore contribute to sustainable patterns of development. 4.49 The 
Note also demonstrates that there are several options to provide suitable improved vehicular access within existing 
Highway land. This demonstrates that achieving suitable access for uses such as residential and/or employment 
development on Cape’s land is not a constraint to deliverability. Appended to the WSP note are drawings which show 
three design options how access to the site can be improved and enhanced. 4.50 The WSP Parsons Brinckerhoff Note 
also considers relevant policy and design guidance regarding the provision of Motorway Service Areas, as addressed 
further in the section below. Ecology 4.51 As part of the considered assessment of whether there may be key 
constraints to the beneficial use or development of the Cape land at Iver Lane, and to assist South Bucks 22 District 
Council in its own assessment of the land as part of the Local Plan process, Aspect Ecology has previously undertaken a 
preliminary ecological survey of the site. 4.52 The purpose of this survey was to set out any identified relevant 
ecological constraints that would need to be taken into account – together with potential opportunities for ecological 
benefits that could be incorporated in or facilitated by a development scheme. This work was also commissioned in 
view of the objectives to conserve and enhance biodiversity within the Colne Valley Park through the protection and 
management of its species and habitats (and the related principles of Core Policy 9 in the South Bucks Core Strategy) 
(with these principles expected to be broadly incorporated into the new Local Plan). 4.53 As with the other technical 
assessments that form part of this representation, the Aspect Preliminary Ecological Appraisal provided at Appendix 9 
should be read in full, including the ecological constraints plan and opportunities plan. 4.54 In essence, the ecological 
constraints are confined to localised areas of the site. As such, subject to further detailed assessments there appear to 
be no overriding ecological reasons why the less constrained parts of the land could not be developed for beneficial 
use. Indeed, this could assist in delivering a Green Infrastructure scheme to enhance both existing higher value habitats 
and the lower value habitat areas. In turn this provides the opportunity for the land to better meet several of the six 
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defined objectives of the Colne Valley Regional Park, for example in terms of enhancing the landscape, enhancing 
biodiversity, opportunities for recreation and for environmental education. 4.55 Through close working between Cape 
and the Colne Valley Park CIC to understand the details of successful ecological enhancement and Green Infrastructure 
schemes elsewhere in the Regional Park, it is considered possible that the improvements that could be brought forward 
could be highly beneficial in securing the future protection and management of habitats and species here. Contribution 
to Assessed Needs and Overview 4.56 Taking into account the assessed flood zones and other site assessment 
considerations above and appended, Turley has prepared a series of sketch layout drawings to demonstrate the 
potential site area which it is considered could be realistically delivered to provide for housing and/or employment 
needs. This is a preliminary assessment, but the drawings (provided at Appendix 10) show that the land could be used 
for housing, employment or a mix of both. These are indicative only and the arrangement of uses is flexible, but 
provide a further clear indication of suitability and deliverability. One option includes a MSA, as discussed further in the 
following section. 4.57 In overview, the preliminary assessment work undertaken in the Draft HELAA document 
regarding the suitability of the former landfill site at Iver Lane has rejected the site prematurely and without sound 
justification. Little or no regard has been given to whether the site is deliverable and could assist in better meeting 
assessed needs and deliver sustainable patterns of development. 23 4.58 The Draft HELAA has relied on and given too 
much weight to evidence documents such as the Arup Green Belt Assessment. Cape and Turley have significant 
concerns regarding the methodology used in the Green Belt Assessment. As stated, the way in which the parcels have 
been defined, in particular Parcel 83 is also illogical and inconsistent. To add further to these concerns, the findings of 
the Green Belt Assessment have also been carried forward inconsistently into accepting/rejecting sites for further 
consideration through the Plan process. This is not sound or robust planmaking and will only contribute to the shortfall 
of identifying sites to meet objectively assessed housing and employment land needs. 4.59 Other factors such as 
whether a site is within the floodplain and consideration of former uses of land have been arbitrarily applied, again 
ruling out sites such as Cape’s land of which the majority does not fall within the floodplain. The land has been 
substantially altered and is affected in part by contamination. Every opportunity should be taken to make beneficial use 
of sites like these ahead of greenfield sites to contribute towards meeting objectively assessed needs. 4.60 The priority 
has not been given to first considering sustainable locations to accommodate development needs and has meant that 
sites such as Cape’s land on the urban edge of a Metropolitan Centre have been rejected prematurely and without due 
consideration. This is a sustainable location and further evidence above and appended shows that it is deliverable in 
relation to other factors such as ground conditions, access, and ecology. If there are any specific further matters which 
would assist the authorities in their consideration or assessment of the Cape land, Cape and Turley would be pleased to 
provide this. 4.61 Cape and Turley are firmly of the view that with regard to Question 2 of the 2016 Local Plan Initial 
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Consultation, land at Iver Lane (site reference SB0062) merits reconsideration in light of the new evidence presented 
and included as an additional site in the Plan process. 24 5. Suitability for a Motorway Service Area 5.1 These 
representations present a number of options as to how Cape’s land on the former landfill site at Iver Lane can assist in 
providing for needs or addressing issues identified under Section 4 ‘Plan Vision and Objectives’ of the 2016 Local Plan 
Initial Consultation. 5.2 The ‘broad findings’ of the 2015 South Bucks District Local Plan Regulation 18 Consultations 
listed for South Bucks include “the following main issues that the Plan should seek to address:.. (e) Highways England 
view that a new Service Area should be developed in the Green Belt off the M25 between the M40 and M4”. 5.3 Cape 
is aware that the Highways England representation13 to the 2015 South Bucks Regulation 18 Consultation states: “The 
following issues are likely to have an impact on the district and will need to be considered in the local plan: Motorway 
services on the M25: An area of unmet need for motorway services has been identified on the west part of the M25 (as 
discussed in the draft Option Assessment reports for the Route Strategies). This has a history dating back to the 1980s, 
for which sites have been previously identified in South Bucks”. 5.4 Without prejudice to the comments and analysis 
above with regard to the suitability and deliverability of the former Iver Lane landfill site to provide a sustainable 
location to assist in meeting identified housing and employment land needs, Cape also considers that the site would be 
suitable and should be considered a preferential location for a motorway service area (MSA) and related 
facilities/services which now commonly accompany such schemes such as a hotel and business centre. 5.5 
Notwithstanding, the 50 hectare site is large enough to accommodate a MSA and provide for elements of housing 
and/or employment land. It is noted that the newest MSA servicing the M25 at Cobham is approximately 25 hectares in 
area (including green space, landscaping, access, etc.). Other recent MSAs are smaller, (such as Gloucester Services 
(11.7 ha) and at Wetherby (9.8 ha). An illustrative sketch layout showing provision of a MSA on Cape’s land is included 
in the pack at Appendix 10. 5.6 In February 1994 Cape and Corporate Land Limited submitted three separate 
(alternative) planning applications for the development of a southbound Motorway Service Area (MSA) located on the 
site (referred to at the time as Woodlands Park) with a new M25 junction created. The proposals all included a 
significant complex of buildings amounting to 11,150 sqm (120,000 sqft), including restaurants, a lodge, PFS and vehicle 
service centre, plus extensive areas of car parking. The illustrative layout for the preferred option of the three 
applications is shown at Appendix 11. 13 Highways England letter dated 16 April 2015 25 5.7 Following refusal of the 
proposals by Buckinghamshire County Council, a public inquiry was held. The applications were considered by the 
Secretary of State who found no substantial objection to the proposals on landscaping grounds and concluded that 
local residential amenity would not be unduly harmed. The Secretary of State noted that the Inspector accepted a 
refusal of outline permission on grounds of contamination or settlement was not justified. 5.8 In weighing up the 
proposals the Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector that “the harm that would be caused to the Green Belt, 
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countryside and landscape by the proposed [New Barn Farm Cobham] MSA, has applied to almost every MSA site 
proposed for the western sector of the M25, and is inevitable for any MSA serving this part of the M25… The Secretary 
of State attaches substantial weight to the compelling unmet need for an MSA on this section of the M25”14 5.9 With 
regard to harm to the Green Belt, the Secretary of State stated as follows: “The Secretary of State has carefully 
balanced the harm to the Green Belt, and any other harm, against the compelling unmet need for an MSA. He 
concludes, in agreement with the Inspector, that this unmet need amounts to very special circumstances of sufficient 
weight to clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and any other harm. He also agrees with the Inspector that the 
compelling need for an MSA amounts to a material consideration which is sufficient to outweigh conflicts with other 
national planning policies, development plan and any other matters raised…”15 5.10 The decision to approve an MSA 
at New Barn Farm, Cobham was found to meet the need for MSA facilities on the western part of the M25 with fewer 
adverse effects than at Woodlands Park. As a result the appeals at Woodlands Park/Iver Lane were dismissed. 5.11 
Since this time, the policy relating to the spacing and provision of roadside facilities such as MSAs (now contained in 
Annex B of DfT Circular 02/2013 ‘The Strategic Road Network and the Delivery of Sustainable Development’) has 
changed. Paragraphs B4- B6 of Annex B state as follows: “B4. Motorway service areas and other roadside facilities 
perform an important road safety function by providing opportunities for the travelling public to stop and take a break 
in the course of their journey. Government advice is that motorists should stop and take a break of at least 15 minutes 
every two hours. Drivers of many commercial and public service vehicles are subject to a regime of statutory breaks 
and other working time restrictions and these facilities assist in compliance with such requirements. B5. The network of 
service areas on the strategic road network has been developed on the premise that opportunities to stop are provided 
at intervals of approximately half an hour. However the timing is not prescriptive as at peak hours, on congested parts 
of the network, travel between service areas may take longer. 14SoS Decision letter dated 6 October 2005 in respect of 
the Re-determined Appeal by Swayfields Ltd: New Barn Farm Motorway Service Area, M25, Paragraph 40 15 Ibid, 
Paragraph 41. 26 B6. The Highways Agency therefore recommends that the maximum distance between motorway 
service areas should be no more than 28 miles. The distance between services can be shorter, but to protect the safety 
and operation of the network, the access/egress arrangements of facilities must comply with the requirements of the 
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges including its provisions in respect of junction separation”. 5.12 As stated above, 
representations to the 2015 Regulation 18 Consultation by Highways England have highlighted the unmet need for a 
MSA in this sector of the M25. Since the Cobham services opened in 2012 the distance between the services on the 
M25 serving the western sector is approximately 45 miles (between South Mimms and Cobham). The Cape land at Iver 
Lane is approximately equidistant between these existing services – with South Mimms approximately 25 miles away 
(clockwise) and Cobham approximately 20 miles away (anti-clockwise). Strategically, and in terms of the spacing 
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referred to in DfT Circular 02/2013 the Iver Lane site is ideally located to serve the unmet need for an MSA. 5.13 As 
stated at paragraph B6 of Circular Annex B, access/egress arrangements of facilities must comply with the 
requirements of the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges. WSP Parsons Brinckerhoff has prepared an indicative 
junction design arrangement which complies with the key design criteria (see drawing 70018109/SK005 Rev.B 
appended to their technical note at Appendix 8 to these representations). 5.14 In principle, therefore, suitable access is 
possible from both sides of the M25 to serve a MSA located on the Cape land. 5.15 In terms of other considerations, 
Green Belt matters will be weighed against the unmet need, but the Secretary of State has taken the view that unmet 
need can amount to very special circumstances of sufficient weight to clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and 
any other harm. Preliminary work undertaken by Delta Simons has advised that subject to additional assessment items 
identified and the application of established measures routinely used to enable commercial/employment development 
to take place on landfill and contaminated sites of this type, there is no overriding constraint from ground conditions or 
contamination regarding provision of a MSA. Considerations arising from the principle of development on the Iver Lane 
site relating to floodplain and ecology above in section 4 are also not considered to present barriers to the principle of 
development of part of the site for an MSA. 5.16 Overall, with regard to Question 4 of the 2016 Local Plan Initial 
Consultation, Cape supports the inclusion of item (e) (provision of a new Service Area in the Green Belt off the M25 
between the M40 and M4). The above demonstrates that in principle, the former landfill site at Iver Lane is a suitable, 
logical, deliverable and ideally located opportunity to address main issue (e) which the Joint Local Plan should seek to 
address. This opportunity is not at the exclusion of other opportunities for development on Cape’s land and the 
reasoning in the sections above why the land is also suitable to assist in meeting housing and employment land needs. 
In short, the site is large enough to provide for a combination of these uses. 27 6. Summary and Conclusions 6.1 These 
representations on behalf of Cape plc to the 2016 Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Reg. 18) 
Incorporating Issues and Options and supporting evidence base documents are framed on the basis of seeking to 
ensure delivery of sustainable development. This is the thread which runs through national planning policy. 6.2 The 
purpose of these new representations to the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation is as follows: i. to provide comments 
on the scope of the emerging Local Plan and the issues the Local Plan should address; ii. to highlight the firm 
reservations regarding the underlying development Local Plan spatial strategy in seeking to meet objectively assessed 
needs – and the evidence base documents which inform this; iii. to underline the suitability and deliverability of Cape’s 
land to meeting assessed needs through delivery of sustainable development; and iv. demonstrate the suitability and 
deliverability of the land in principle to provide for unmet needs defined by DfT policy for a motorway service area 
serving the western sector of the M25. 6.3 The sections above have explained Cape’s position on these matters. Taking 
each in turn, Cape’s position in summary is as follows. Plan Vision and Objectives 6.4 The issues for South Bucks District 
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in section 4 of the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation which the Local Plan should seek to address are noted. Those of 
particular focus in these representations relate to items (a) – the scale of development needs being a challenge due to 
limited supply and environmental constraints; and (e) – that a new Service Area should be developed in the Green Belt 
off the M25 between the M40 and M4. 6.5 The Plan Vision and Objectives for South Bucks refer to the approach to be 
taken to the Green Belt generally. It is clear that further site options for new development opportunities need to be 
provided in the Green Belt16 and the Councils consider that there are exceptional circumstances to justify review of the 
Green Belt17 to address the ‘significant gap’ for unmet development needs. 6.6 This relates to Question 4 in the Initial 
Consultation and Cape supports this position acknowledging the necessity of review of the Green Belt boundaries to 
seek to “best 16 Local Plan Initial Consultation, paragraph 3.7 17 Local Plan Initial Consultation, paragraph 4.7 28 meet 
local needs” and “rise to the challenge of increasing past rates of development in order to better contribute to housing 
and economic needs”18. Local Plan Spatial Strategy 6.7 Cape and Turley have significant concerns relating to the spatial 
strategy. Paragraph 4.6 of the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation states that “the Councils propose to seek to maximise 
development potential to meet needs arising in the plan area…” whilst meeting objectives of national policy and taking 
into account constraints, but in particular to achieve sustainable development. 6.8 At this stage the Local Plan Initial 
Consultation seeks only to test responses to a number of spatial strategy and hierarchy options (Option A to Option L) 
to meet assessed needs. However, the value of this exercise is substantially undermined by the councils having already 
pre-determined (at December 2015) that approximately half of the objectively assessed housing and employment land 
needs “cannot be planned for in the Joint Plan” 6.9 In terms of Question 7 in the Local Plan Initial Consultation relating 
to this level of unmet needs, it is very difficult to see how this ‘pass-the-parcel’ approach to meeting assessed needs in 
locations outside of the South Bucks/Chiltern authority areas where the needs actually arise can lead to a robust 
development plan which can genuinely deliver the most sustainable patterns of development. This fails to understand 
the characteristics of the commercial property market and the influence of London, Heathrow and M25, M4 and M40 
corridors on this. The inevitable outcome will be suppressed economic growth, increased difficulties of matching 
workers with jobs and higher levels of out-commuting and increased travel distances to workplaces and services. 6.10 
This approach runs entirely contrary to Framework paragraph 17 which states that “Every effort should be made 
objectively to identify and then meet the housing, business and other development needs of an area…” and “…set out a 
clear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is suitable for development in their area, taking account of the needs 
of the residential and business communities”. (Emphasis added). 6.11 Over-reliance on other authorities in this way 
(even without having properly and fully tested options within an authority area) presents a high risk of failure – with a 
domino effect of development plan strategies then being found unsound or undeliverable. It is not possible to see how 
the Government’s objective to “boost significantly the supply of housing”19 can be achieved via this strategy. 6.12 Very 
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few respondents to the 2015 Issues and Options Consultation20 supported the spatial strategy option of Chiltern and 
South Bucks’ needs being met by neighbouring authorities through the Duty to Cooperate. This should not be ignored. 
6.13 In the circumstances above, PPG is clear that assessments such as the Draft HELAA undertaken need to be 
revisited, changing assumptions on the development potential of sites and physical and policy constraints. 18 Local Plan 
Initial Consultation, Foreword 19 Framework paragraph 47 20 Reported in the green text box under para. 4.5 of the 
2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation 29 6.14 As above, the level of unmet need is sufficient to comprise exceptional 
circumstances to justify review of the Green Belt. A step change is necessary to address the deficit which merits re-
appraisal of sites and opportunities prematurely rejected in the Draft HELAA. With regard to Question 6, Cape’s 
position is that sites on the urban edge such as Cape’s land at Iver Lane can legitimately be re-appraised afresh and in 
light of further information, as presented in these representations. This approach can be structured as part of the 
testing of spatial strategy Option D (built area extensions within the Chiltern/South Bucks administrative area on the 
edge of principal settlements outside the Plan area) and Options K(ii), K(v) and K(vi) as explained above. Suitability and 
deliverability of Cape’s land 6.15 As demonstrated above, the preliminary assessment work undertaken in the Draft 
HELAA document regarding the suitability of the former landfill site at Iver Lane has rejected the site prematurely and 
without sound justification. Little or no regard has been given to whether the site is deliverable and could assist in 
better meeting assessed needs or deliver sustainable patterns of development. 6.16 The Draft HELAA has relied on and 
given too much weight to evidence documents such as the Arup Green Belt Assessment. Cape and Turley have 
significant concerns regarding the methodology used in the Green Belt Assessment and the way in which it has been 
applied, as explained in the letter in Appendix 5 and sections 4 and 5 above. 6.17 Other factors such as whether a site is 
within the floodplain and consideration of former uses of land have been arbitrarily applied, again ruling out sites such 
as Cape’s land. Development plan allocations and site-specific policies can easily take account of the parts of large sites 
which might be within flood zones. The land has been substantially altered and is affected in part by contamination. 
Every opportunity should be taken to make beneficial use of sites like these ahead of greenfield sites to contribute 
towards meeting objectively assessed needs. 6.18 The evidence submitted in these representations demonstrates the 
Cape land is in a sustainable location and it is deliverable. 6.19 Cape and Turley are firmly of the view that with regard 
to Question 2 of the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation, land at Iver Lane merits reconsideration in light of the new 
evidence presented and included as an additional site in the Plan process. A preliminary assessment shows that the 
land could be used for either housing, employment or a mix of both. The appended layouts are indicative only, but 
provide a further indication of deliverability and the opportunity to contribute to meeting identified needs. Suitability 
for a Motorway Service Area 6.20 Without prejudice to the comments and analysis above with regard to meeting 
identified housing and employment land needs, Cape also considers that the Iver Lane site should be considered a 
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preferential location for a motorway service area (MSA) and related facilities/services. The 50 ha. site is large enough to 
accommodate a MSA and provide for elements of housing and/or employment land. 6.21 As stated, representations to 
the 2015 Regulation 18 Consultation by Highways England have highlighted the unmet need for a MSA in this sector of 
the M25. Strategically, and 30 in terms of the spacing referred to in DfT Circular 02/2013 the Iver Lane site is ideally 
located to serve the unmet need for an MSA. 6.22 Overall, with regard to Question 4 of the 2016 Local Plan Initial 
Consultation, Cape supports the inclusion of item (e) (provision of a new Service Area in the Green Belt off the M25 
between the M40 and M4). Section 5 above demonstrates that in principle, the former landfill site at Iver Lane is a 
suitable and deliverable opportunity to address this main issue of the new Local Plan. This opportunity does not 
exclude other opportunities for development on Cape’s land. Conclusion 6.23 It is acknowledged at paragraphs 4.9 to 
4.11 of the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation that there is a clear shortfall between assessed needs and the estimated 
supply of homes and employment land. These representations seek to assist in demonstrating that land owned and 
under the control of Cape presents: 1. a reasonable and deliverable sustainable option to assist in reducing these 
shortfalls (including for specialist and affordable housing) – and therefore enables the Local Plan to deliver a more 
sustainable outcome; and/or 2. a reasonable, realistic and ideally located option to address the unmet strategic need 
for a motorway service area to serve the western sector of the M25 motorway. 6.24 There are additional reasons that 
reconsideration of the Cape land outlined is entirely appropriate. These were highlighted previously in the 2015 
Regulation 18 Consultation representations and remain valid, as follows: i. The opportunity to deliver improvements to 
the management of the land as a former gravel extraction and landfill site and bring forward active measures to 
mitigate existing contamination risks and prevent potential future environmental issues arising; and ii. The opportunity 
to deliver significant enhancement of the role and contribution of the land to meeting the six defined objectives of the 
Colne Valley Regional Park, for example in terms of enhancing the landscape, enhancing biodiversity, creating 
opportunities for recreation, for environmental education and access for all. 6.25 Overall, the land provides a 
significant opportunity for much greater contribution to the development and infrastructure needs of Chiltern and 
South Bucks Districts than at present. With regard to paragraph 14 of the Framework, the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development, runs through both plan-making and decision-taking. For planmaking this means that: local 
planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area. 6.26 Inclusion 
of the Cape land in the next stage of the plan will enable the Local Plan to take a meaningful step closer to sustainably 
meeting objectively assessed needs. With further regard to paragraph 14, there is no evidence at this stage that “any 
adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits”. [Appendices have also been 
ubmitted.] 

Rep3951 Mr Thank you for consulting Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC). BCC welcome the opportunity to comment on the    
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Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options. The response 
below sets out the County Council’s response to each of the questions and a number of other comments on the 
emerging joint Local Plan. Plan Vision and Objectives General In addition to the points already made in the consultation 
document, BCC would want the vision and objectives to express the need for well-planned sustainable infrastructure to 
support development over the plan period. Given the challenges of national infrastructure programmes in Chiltern and 
South Bucks, consideration will need to be given to the mitigation of impacts and consideration of the opportunities for 
levering additional benefits for the local community and improving connectivity. For example, consideration should be 
given to improving transport modal choice and connecting strategic transport corridors between key settlements. 
Social infrastructure provision should be a key consideration of future planned objectives, including access to local 
amenities, services, cultural facilities and public recreational facilities including open space. The quality of green 
infrastructure in the area is a unique, highly valued feature of Chiltern and South Bucks. Future development should 
integrate high quality green infrastructure into development schemes. The vision and objectives should highlight the 
strategic context of the plan area in terms of the Metropolitan Green Belt, the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty (AONB) and the plan area’s geographic proximity to the greater London area. BCC Local Transport Plan 4 The 
emerging LTP4, which will be published in May 2016 contains policies that will need to be implemented through the 
Joint Local Plan and other relevant plans and polices. The emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan should have 
regard to LTP4 in terms of improving connectivity and getting the best deal from new developers to provide additional 
infrastructure for new housing and employment development. The Joint Local Plan area is important in terms of its 
existing rail connectivity, both within and outside the County. The Joint Local Plan should consider the importance of 
improving north-south connectivity of road and rail corridors within the County. Spatial Strategy Options From the BCC 
perspective, notwithstanding the importance of the Green Belt and the AONB, more detailed assessment of preferred 
options is needed to determine critical infrastructure needs associated with additional housing and employment sites. 
Option A may support the provision of well-planned sustainable infrastructure to support the level of growth proposed 
by the consultation document. The unique character of existing residential areas and the landscape character of the 
AONB are considered to be important factors influencing the development of a spatial strategy for this area. BCC would 
welcome input to decision making on the preferred option(s) in order to consider the strategic context of the options 
presented within the County as a whole. Options for Meeting Development Needs Outside of the Joint Local Plan Area 
BCC would want to continue to participate in duty to co-operate discussions on the scope for Aylesbury Vale taking 
7,500 dwellings and supporting employment needs from the Chiltern and South Bucks plan area as this would have 
potentially significant strategic infrastructure implications. The Green Belt Assessment BCC value and respect the 
unique quality of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt and Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and will 
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continue to resist inappropriate development in the Green Belt and AONB. The preservation and maintenance of the 
green belt is a strategic objective of Buckinghamshire County Council. A robust, independent and objective assessment 
of the green belt that respects the permanency of long-term, defensible boundaries and informs the identification of 
potential areas for possible release is welcomed. It is expected that the phase 1 green belt assessment is an integral 
aspect of the methodology for the phase 2 assessment. More clarity on the methodology for the phase 2 assessment is 
needed, not least to understand how the green belt areas identified in the Issues and Options consultation report have 
been identified. Green infrastructure is integral to the County’s character and it supports communities within the 
County and elsewhere. BCC would like to see the Green Belt protected in accordance with the National Planning Policy 
Framework and relevant Guidance notes nothwithstanding the need for a robust assessment of deliverable sites for 
housing and employment uses within the Local Plan area. Planning Practice Guidance to accompany and give further 
detail about the policies in the NPPF is clear that unmet housing need in a particular area is unlikely to meet the “very 
special circumstances” test to justify Green Belt development. It is therefore important that the options to be tested 
through the preferred options are robust, transparent and weighted on a strong methodology. In places, it has been 
difficult to follow the Green Belt Assessment information used to support of the consultation document. There are 
inconsistencies between the recommendations of the Arup Green Belt Assessment and Green Belt land identified for 
testing in the Regulation 18 Issues and Options consultation document. It is not clear from the consultation document 
or the technical evidence presented why this should be the case. For example, the consultation document has 
identified some areas for testing in the appendices which were not recommended for further consideration by Arup. 
These include large parts of the proposed built area extensions at Amersham; Little Chalfont; Chalfont St Peter and 
Gerrards Cross; Prestwood; Beaconsfield; Middle Green; Iver Heath; Iver Village; and Farnham & Stoke Poges. There 
does not appear to be any clear robust basis or indeed any technical evidence available to underpin the rationale for 
presenting areas for testing which were not recommended by Arup. As an example, the approach taken by CDC-SBDC 
in identifying built area extensions and employment areas of search makes it very difficult to understand whether the 
sites identified for testing were identified as they would perform better than an adjacent site which was not identified 
and whether the identified sites were the best possible options. BCC also note that the consultation document refers to 
an interim Green Belt Assessment Report in the 3rd bullet of paragraph 1.6 in the consultation document. The 
reference to an interim report referred to in the bullet point is misleading as no interim report is included in the 
evidence base for the consultation document. The Report for Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment was published 
on the Issues and Options consultation website shortly after the 7 March 2016 issue date. Going forward, it would be 
helpful if sites selected at the preferred options stage are supported by a clear rationale for their selection over other 
potential options. There is confusion in the text of the consultation draft over the purpose of the green belt phase 1 
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assessment. As an example, paragraph 4.14 in the consultation document indicates that the Green Belt Part 1 
Assessment has determined whether any part of the Green Belt no longer fulfils a Green Belt purpose and should be 
removed from the Green Belt and in paragraph 4.16, the consultation document implies that Part 1 of the Green Belt 
Assessment assesses the development potential of Green Belt land. This is misleading because whether land should be 
removed from the Green Belt or not should only be considered through the Local Plan process. The Assessment has 
identified general areas. Some of the general areas have subsequently been sub-divided. It is not clear how the sub-
divisions were arrived at. It is not clear why some permanent features were deemed suitable for demarcating 
subdivided general areas whilst others were not. This is illustrated by the subsequent identification of ‘areas for 
consideration at stage 2’ within sub-divided general areas. It would appear that the general areas identified were either 
incorrect all through the assessment work or the intention of the assessment was simply to identify areas for 
consideration at stage 2 without sufficient regard for coherent general areas that would meet the requirements of the 
NPPF policy on identifying Green Belt boundaries. In the event of a Green Belt boundary review, BCC would want to see 
Green Belt boundaries that are in line with the requirements of the policy in the NPPF. Affordable Housing Where 
affordable housing is not being provided onsite, the Plan should seek off-site provision at locations that are in close 
proximity to transport infrastructure, employment generating uses and community facilities. Specialist Housing Needs 
Older Peoples Accommodation As the population increases, the amount of adults, including the elderly, with specific 
care needs will also increase. This will require some ongoing & long term planning for services to address care needs. It 
will be essential that growth, in particular housing development, maintains strategic links with the adult social care 
needs of the district, so that resource demands for managing adult social care can be understood, managed and 
monitored to ensure that those in need are cared for. Understanding how any planning gain monies is made available 
to support care needs at an individual or infrastructure level would be required. This may be about specific design 
features in individual accommodation (fully wheelchair accessible) or funding to support specific specialist housing 
developments for people with disabilities such as co-located supported living apartments. More detail on the numbers 
and types of accommodation needed to meet the needs of older people and vulnerable adults will be forthcoming from 
the County Council. The design of homes and communities needs to be able to meet the changing needs of the 
population they serve. The Local Plan should have a clear policy around the need for lifetime homes and lifetime 
communities design for all relevant development, so as to ensure continued building and community access. BCC would 
like the plan to champion policies & practice relating to lifetime homes/ lifetime communities and recognition that a 
variety of housing models from retirement, bungalows, adapted, supported, communal, assisted living, extra care, etc 
will be required over the plan period. The plan should also seek the provision of accommodation for the elderly at 
locations that are close to community facilities and public transport routes. Any wider community infrastructure should 
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help mitigate possible care costs/ difficulties that individuals and services will face in the future. The Local Plan should 
encourage a well-designed public realm, including accessible public transport links, local shops, community spaces and 
meeting areas, require street/ environmental designs that meet good practice standards around provision for people 
with physical and sensory disabilities, older people (including those with dementia etc). The Local Plan should also seek 
to enable the provision of a mix of types of specialist housing and care home places. There will be a need for a balanced 
range of homes for different budgets. There will be an increasing need for affordable specialist housing and care home 
places. What we need is a mixed model of well-placed provision that best maintains and supports the needs of older 
people and those in need of specialist housing. BCC will shortly be doing some housing needs research on housing type 
and location that it would wish to feed into future HEDNA / Local Plan work. This will address the needs of the more 
vulnerable including figure identified for institutional provision. Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople site options 
BCC currently own five gypsy and traveller sites. As a County Council, BCC is not responsible for planning future 
accommodation for Gypsies and Travellers. However, it has previously been involved in the consultation on the 
Buckinghamshire Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Needs Assessment and welcome the 
opportunity to continue to feed into this process. BCC has a number of specific concerns regarding some of the options 
put forward by the consultation document. Option A: As a landlord for over 180 gypsies and travellers residents, BCC 
has a significant concern regarding the suggestion that current sites should be reserved only for those who meet the 
Government’s planning definition of a traveller. The current government definition states that a traveller includes only 
those who have a nomadic lifestyle or have temporarily ceased to have a nomadic lifestyle due to education or health 
needs. BCC request that the implications of this should be more clearly explained specifically regarding how this would 
affect current residents at BCC owned sites. Option B: This could be appropriate in some cases. However, a number of 
the existing sites are already quite large. Larger sites can be harder to manage and result in a higher number of issues 
due to increased complexity and diversity on a site. It might not therefore be appropriate to build further pitches on 
many of the existing sites and this should be acknowledged in the proposal. Option C: BCC ask that if this option is to be 
taken forward, there should be further engagement with the County Council, as owners of several sites, to provide 
greater clarity on the number of pitches and the approach to be taken. Option G: Again clarity would be useful to 
understand whether this need refers only to the Government’s planning policy definition of travellers or includes all 
residents who selfidentify as members of the community. Planned work as part of the next stage of the joint Local Plan 
Heritage BCC maintain the local Historic Environment Record (HER) and provide expert advice on archaeology and 
related matters. BCC welcome the draft joint Heritage Strategy document and concur with much of it but would have 
liked to have been consulted on it at an earlier stage. There appears to be little awareness of the role of the local HER. 
Advice in both the NPPF and Historic England emphasise that the HER is the primary source of information on the 
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historic environment. Paragraph 169 of the NPPF states: Local planning authorities should have up-to-date evidence 
about the historic environment in their area and use it to assess the significance of heritage assets and the contribution 
they make to their environment. They should also use it to predict the likelihood that currently unidentified heritage 
assets, particularly sites of historic and archaeological interest, will be discovered in the future. Local planning 
authorities should either maintain or have access to a historic environment record. The NPPF includes a definition of a 
heritage asset and to avoid confusion we would recommend using this rather than the definition on page 6. The NPPF 
definition is: Heritage asset: A building, monument, site, place, area or landscape identified as having a degree of 
significance meriting consideration in planning decisions, because of its heritage interest. Heritage asset includes 
designated heritage assets and assets identified by the local planning authority (including local listing). There should 
also be a clearer distinction between designated heritage assets such as Scheduled Monuments and Listed Buildings, 
undesignated heritage assets such as those included in the HER (together with all designated, undesignated and locally 
listed heritage assets) and locally listed heritage assets. It may be appropriate to include an appendix on the roles of 
the District’s, County and Historic England on the management, recording and preserving heritage assets. BCC welcome 
the proposal for a local list of heritage assets on page 16 and there is the opportunity for closer or joint working with 
County over this. The County Archaeological Service developed in partnership with Wycombe District Council’s criteria 
for their locally listed heritage assets and also ran a pilot of candidate archaeological sites for inclusion. BCC are aware 
of unprotected heritage assets which are of national significance and would be of local importance and these are 
recorded on the HER. These could be included in a local list. BCC would expect to see a policy within the Local Plan to 
enable the delivery of the Heritage Strategy. Below are some proposed amendments to the wording in the Draft 
Heritage Strategy: • Page 6, Definition of a Heritage asset: ‘past lifestyle’ could be changed to ‘previous human activity’ 
• Page 6, 3.3 could change ‘designated’ to ‘nationally and locally recorded’ • Page 13, foot note 13 could be updated 
to: Historic England Good Practice Advice in Planning, Note 3, The Setting of Heritage Assets, March 2015 • Page 15, 7.1 
Heritage at Risk includes Scheduled Monuments and grade I and II* Listed Buildings. The former English Heritage has 
now divided into Historic England and English Heritage. Historic England provides advice on designated heritage assets 
and English Heritage runs their owned assets such as country houses. • Page 18 9.3 The Historic Environment Record 
also has a geographic information system (GIS) linked to the database. The development extensions for residential and 
employment resulting from the HEDNA, HELAA, Green Belt Assessment, Infrastructure Capacity Study and the 
Sustainability Appraisal are likely to impact on the historic environment and heritage assets. We have consulted the 
HER and would expect that historic environment assessment and investigation will be required, preferably pre-
application, to get as detailed understanding of the proposed sites as possible to inform any master planning. Local 
Green Space Designation BCC would welcome the provision of additional local green spaces as well as other local open 
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spaces and recreational facilities. Consideration needs to be given to how these spaces and facilities will be managed in 
the future, especially where local authority funding is unlikely to be a feasible option. Full consideration needs to be 
given to managing the cost of ongoing management and maintenance; monies need to be set aside for future 
management of recreational spaces and facilities. For example, Milton Keynes Council use a model for their parks of 20 
years annual management costs to be paid as a commuted sum to pay for ongoing management of any green space 
that the Council adopts. Consideration needs to be given to the scope for something similar for this plan area. At a 
strategic level, where development is likely to be adjacent to a Country Park, BCC would want the emerging Local Plan 
to encourage developers to mitigate the impact of development on the relevant Country Park. Where appropriate, BCC 
would also want the Local Plan to require developers to off-set future costs associated with a proposed development – 
potentially via contributions towards Park facilities in order to address the pressures generated by the proposed 
development. BCC would also want The Local Plan should encourage the provision of alternative sustainable modes of 
travel such as walking and cycling routes between the Parks and nearby development in order to mitigate additional 
pressures on highways and parking provision in and around the Parks. The above concerns are especially relevant to 
the proposed areas of testing in and around Iver Heath and Middle Green. Infrastructure Delivery Transport 
infrastructure Modelling work has been commissioned to assess the impact of the level of growth proposed on the 
highway network. Modelling work on the Issues and Options is likely to be completed early May 2016. BCC will be able 
to comment on how the transport network will be affected by the proposals in the emerging Local Plan once the 
modelling work has been completed. The modelling work will not identify mitigation options. Further assessment work 
is planned to establish mitigation options. Notwithstanding the outcomes of the modelling work, BCC considers that 
growth should be targeted at sites with appropriate transport infrastructure. In addition to that, growth should also 
seek to capitalise on new transport infrastructure (for example Crossrail) in order to minimise the impact on the 
highway network. Furthermore, growth should also be focused on areas where essential strategic infrastructure is 
required. Focusing growth at locations where strategic infrastructure is required will need to have some regard to 
phasing in order to ensure that growth is delivered alongside essential strategic infrastructure. These measures will 
improve transport links within the County. Where practicable, the Plan should encourage sustainable travel links 
between homes and employment generating uses. This will help to attract businesses to the area and contribute to 
making places that are accessible and economically competitive. A dispersed pattern of settlement as is currently the 
case in Chiltern and South Bucks will perpetuate the continued reliance on use of the private car for all journeys. This 
places further impact on the strategic transport network, such as the A413 and A404, part of which are severely 
congested at peak times. There are limited opportunities to increase capacity through more road building in this area, 
particularly within the AONB or in the existing towns and villages. Where appropriate, the Plan should also seek higher 
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density developments near sustainable transport hubs and routes such as train stations, bus stops and cycle routes, 
according to local conditions where appropriate. Ideally higher density development would be located where there is 
already a wide choice of travel options. Linked to this, the emerging Local Plan should recognise the significance of the 
connected settlements along the Chiltern railway lines and the connections with the London Underground. Over the 
last ten years there has been unprecedented growth in rail / underground travel and this trend seems likely to continue 
in the short to medium term, in which case it makes sense to concentrate development near appropriate transport 
interchanges. The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) provides helpful guidance on transport evidence bases 
in plan making; travels plans; transport assessments and statements. CDC-SBDC should have regard to this guidance in 
formulating the plans approach to providing appropriate transport infrastructure. The Local Plan and any relevant 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) should encourage developers to implement soft measures such as travel 
plans and other measures designed to change travel behaviour and inform the public about making sustainable travel 
choices. This can often be achieved with straightforward measures such seeking signage about travel choice at new 
developments and encouraging provisions for cyclists including cycle parking; easy access to cycle routes and other 
provision for cyclists. Consideration needs to be given to the implementation of effective travel plans through ongoing 
support and monitoring to ensure delivery and evaluate the benefit of these measures. This is not a service that the 
County Council will be able to provide for free so such mechanisms would need to be suitably financed through 
development contributions. It should be recognised that development in the Chiltern and South Bucks area would 
exacerbate congestion on existing infrastructure, such as the A355, A413, A404, the M4 and the M40. Further 
modelling will identify where the impacts will be most severe on the highway network as well as the mitigation 
measures needed to accommodate the level of growth proposed. The County Council and South Bucks are acutely 
aware of the potential impacts of the strategic infrastructure projects planned in the South of the County particularly 
around Iver, as set out in the draft Iver topic paper (published as part of the evidence base for this consultation). The 
combined cumulative impact of both the infrastructure projects and proposed new development will need to be 
considered within the construction period proposed for major infrastructure schemes. A key consideration is the 
phasing of development to manage impacts upon the existing infrastructure networks. Education As evidenced in the 
attached reports at annex A and B to this submission, many areas in Chiltern and South Bucks are projected to be at 
capacity based on current pupil/population migration trends. Site constraints on some school sites and access issues 
are likely to make it necessary for some larger developments to make on-site provision in the form of a new primary 
school. However, each application would need to be considered on its own merits and BCC would wish to consult 
further with schools to explore options for expanding existing provision and/or establishing a new school. The Local 
Authority would need to rely on sufficient housing growth coming forward to justify expansion (to avoid the 
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introduction of surplus places which can prejudice the provision of efficient education or the efficient use of resources) 
as schools tend to expand their intake in steps of 30 pupils (i.e. 1 form of entry). Moreover, due to the recently 
introduced Government legislation which limits the pooling of more than five contributions, developments will need to 
be sufficiently large enough to ensure sufficient funding to pay for the infrastructure works. Based on BCC pupil yield 
estimates, approximately 700 homes would generate an additional form of entry of primary aged pupils while 1200 
homes would generate an additional secondary school form of entry. The improved transport links in large towns and 
increased choice and size of schools (and relatively short distances between schools) provides greater flexibility for 
accommodating increased development as well as greater resilience to fluctuations in pupil numbers. Therefore from a 
school place planning perspective, development is preferred in and around the principal settlements of Chesham, 
Amersham (and to a lesser extent Little Chalfont), Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and Burnham 
compared to distributing development across the district in particular in the more rural areas such as Great Missenden, 
Prestwood, Chalfont St Giles, Iver Heath, Iver Village, Denham Green, Seer Green and Stoke Poges – although there 
may be scope for some limited infilling. Paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework does seem to indicate 
that Local planning authorities should avoid new isolated homes in the countryside to ensure sustainable development 
in rural areas. Increased development in rural areas is likely to provide less opportunities for school expansions (due to 
fewer housing numbers/pupil demand and limited schemes in which to pool contribution) and can result in increased 
home to school transport distances and costs as well as reduced social cohesion if the local school becomes 
oversubscribed. NPPF further reinforces this position: Paragraph 37: Planning policies should aim for a balance of land 
uses within their area so that people can be encouraged to minimise journey lengths for employment, shopping, 
leisure, education and other activities. Paragraph 38: For larger scale residential developments in particular, planning 
policies should promote a mix of uses in order to provide opportunities to undertake day-to-day activities including 
work on site. Where practical, particularly within large-scale developments, key facilities such as primary schools and 
local shops should be located within walking distance of most properties. Paragraph 72: The Government attaches 
great importance to ensuring that a sufficient choice of school places is available to meet the needs of existing and new 
communities. Local planning authorities should take a proactive, positive and collaborative approach to meeting this 
requirement, and to development that will widen choice in education. They should (i) give great weight to the need to 
create, expand or alter schools; and (ii) work with schools promoters to identify and resolve key planning issues before 
applications are submitted. There may be a need for additional secondary school places in Chiltern and South Bucks – 
however sites are unlikely to be large enough to allow the pooling of S106 contributions. Parental choice is exercised to 
a greater degree at secondary level and planning areas are much larger than those for primary schools and cover the 
whole district including some parts of South Bucks. BCC would therefore wish to encourage CDC and SBDC to 
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implement a CIL - which could be used to address the cumulative impacts of developments on secondary school places 
across the plan area. [Please see the submitted document for the full consultation response.] 

Rep3952 Mrs 
Jitinderpal 
Nandhra 
Rep3998 Mr 
Philip Vaughan 
Rep4028 Dr 
Tajinder 
Nandhra 
Rep3980 Mrs 
Kate Vaughan 
Rep3958 Mrs 
Rebecca 
Coomber 

Appreciate the need for planning but feel that this is being rushed through and that not many people know about it or 
the depth of it - there is not enough time to study it - feel it needs to be planned well, organically and sympathetically 
with every effort to retain quality green belt land. 2. The in-depth report by ARUP’s - which is still unavailable on your 
website - does not recommend 4 of the 5 proposed sites and this should be recognised as they are experts in their field. 
3. Looking at the amount planned for South Bucks it seems there could be total overdevelopment of the entire district. 
4. Gerrards Cross is chronically congested with parked cars (incidentally it is well known that there is not enough 
parking available now and that which we do have is very expensive.) People drive in from surrounding areas for the 
station and park on many of the roads. If any of the empty office blocks were occupied parking problem would be more 
acute let alone more housing. 5 Due to Gerrards cross proximity to London many people live here and travel to work - 
offices are empty - why build more? 6. Local services and amenities are stretched to the limit - there is no doctor’s 
surgery in GX only one junior school, poor road surfaces, overfilled sewers and waste water treatment is under 
pressure aswell. 7. Plot 47B under consideration for housing is an area of some historical interest. The Cannon Meadow 
Cottages are a pair of houses built before WW2 for farm workers and they pre-date the designation of Green Belt in 
South Bucks which took place in 1954/55. The field is farmed and the farmer grew up in one of the houses. It is top 
quality green belt farm land. The land is currently feeding a herd of beef cattle, has been grazed by rare breeds as well 
as dairy cows and many calves have been born on the site. In previous years it has been used to farm wheat, maize, 
beans, sunflowers and grass for hay - it is good versatile land. There is an abundance of wildlife linking to Bulstrode 
Park on the other side of the A40 which is (grade 2 listed) registered park and garden. This land is also close to ‘The 
Camp’ and highly likely to have relics from the Roamn era beneath its soil. Development on these fields would damage 
overall beautiful vistas of chiltern countryside, a natural asset to the edge of urban. 8. Bull Lane is used as a cut through 
between GX & CSP by cars, heavy lorries and school coaches - people avoid the Tescos traffic lights and the lane serves 
5 local schools Maltmans, Gayhurst & Thorpe House (all private schools) St Josephs ( one of CSP’s 3 junior schools) and 
the Community College a school which has 1800 pupils travelling from all over the area. These schools are continually 
expanding. The surface of Bull Lane is very poor due to the level of traffic and is rarely repaired. our suspicion is that 
the drains and sewers are damaged under the road as flooding occurs with minimal rain. There is very little pavement 
on the lane, cyclists and pedestrians are at high risk danger in this narrow lane with blind corners and poor visibility. 
There are limited roads crossing the railway and any development to 47B would inevitably result in increased use of the 
lane which is at breaking point. It would also add to other already congested roads in the area and through the centre 
of GX. 9. I don’t feel happy having a man in charge of this who is not willing to work some overtime to talk to people 
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about his plans. 10. The A40 is regularly used as a relief road when traffic on M25 & M40 reaches a standstill. 10. 
Regarding 57B planning for offices and commercial buildings - why build on an area of beauty which happens to be a 
flood plain when offices in GX have stood empty for years - it is a dormitory town with people working in London and 
the M25 area. 11. Protecting etc green belt is a core planning principal to safeguard the countryside. Opportunities to 
use derelict & other urban scrub land are available with careful planning. 12. Any development should be appropriate 
to the present infrastructure - no Doctor’s surgery in GX, 1 primary school, no secondary school and current children 
find it hard to get places in grammar schools if they pass 11+. 

Rep3953 Mr 
Barry Morgan-
Timms 
Rep3955 Mr 
Alexander 
Morgan-
Timms 

Following the publication of the proposed planning I wish to submit my objects listed below. [Remainder of the 
representation is the same as Rep3987. Please see Rep3987 for wording of the representation.]  

 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.  

Rep3954 Mrs 
Alison Halpin 

I wish to strongly oppose the re-designation of the two areas of green belt land in my area that are being considered 
for re-classification. Firstly, the area of Lycrome Wood for potential housing and secondly the area from Chesham to 
Ashley Green along to the A416 for potential commercial use. Over the last 3 years there has already been substantial 
development in our immediate area, namely the Cala homes development at the junction of Lye Green Road and the 
A416 and the development of the Bellcote public house. I believe that further high numbers of housing in the area will 
substantially change the hamlet of Lye Green. Also the development of commercial land towards Ashley Green will 
result in the village being swallowed up in the sprawl of Chesham and will be detrimental to a currently residential and 
farming area. Recent developments have increased traffic on what was already a busy road. Many drivers do not 
observe the 40 mile per hour speed limit. At present it can take many minutes to safely pull out of my driveway on the 
A416 and it is very unsafe for pedestrians to cross. Traffic is constant from 5am through to 10pm on weekdays and a 
large number of lorries use the route to access Chehsam from the A41. I hope that the District Council seriously 
consider the impact of re-designating these two green belt areas and the impact it will have on current residents.  

  

Rep3956 Mr 
Joshua Sewell 
Rep3967 Mr 
Benjamin 
Sewell 

This response is in relation to the consultation relating to the local plan for development in Chalfont St Peter. 
[Remainder of the representation is the same as Rep3987. Please see Rep3987 for wording of the representation.] 
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Rep3957 Mrs 
Marion Phillips 

In response to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) incorporating issues and 
Options (‘The Plan’) please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17. Firstly, I request that the green 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 make it clear that 
I feel very strongly about protecting a second area (in addition to the hatched area on p40 of the Local Plan) 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. The amount of traffic this site will 
generate is totally unacceptable to such a small village which already struggles to cope with congestion and parking at 
the present time. The A413 at rush hours is very bad and it would be madness to expect new traffic of such scale to add 
to it , let alone trying to get on to the road at such times. 

  

Rep3959 Miss 
Alicia Taylor 
Wheeler 

I think you should leave it the way it is because you disturb the animals there and it will be hell to get to school. Also it 
makes the view horrid.   

Rep3961 Ms 
Beata Matusik 

I strongly object to removing any parcels of land within the village of Stoke Poges from the Green Belt for the purpose 
of building housing or commercial developments. Stoke Poges is a small village and cannot sustain any further 
developments. Fields and open spaces contribute to the rural character and need to be protected. They also separate 
Stoke Poges from neighbouring villages as well as from the sprawling Slough. They are much appreciated by residents 
and used for walking and other leisure activities. As such, they contribute to the wellbeing of residents. 

  

Rep3962 Dr 
Marie 
Prendergast 

Re: new emerging joint Local Plan for Chiltern and South Bucks Districts (2014 - 2036 OPTION F PARCEL 15. I am writing 
to object to the proposed plan to remove the Green Belt status from Botley as detailed in OPTION F Parcel 15 of the 
new emerging joint Local Plan for Chiltern and South Bucks Districts (2014- 2036). With the encroachment of 
urbanisation it is important to preserve and respect the status of Green Belt in our country. The benefits of living near 
nature are well documented and the rise of anxiety and depression can be linked along with other factors to our 
society's dislocation from the natural world. Both residents, visiting ramblers and cyclists enjoy the woodlands and 
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countryside of Botley. There are also important advantages for local businesses in hospitality. Building on the Green 
Belt would irreversibly affect the character and appearance of Botley. It is imperative both for the present and future 
generations that we are all committed to protecting our Green Belt. Please do not build on the Green Belt of Botley.  

Rep3963 Mr 
Edward Hirst 

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

  

Rep3964 Mr 
Toni Rogulski 

I think the already developed parts of Bayer Courtis a suitable area to put forward for development. The Plough Lane 
recreation ground is a important resource to the village. I feel it would be feasible to utilize some of the area put 
forward by SBDC particularly the area parallel to Grey's Park Road. Re the ARUP proposal of the area which 
encompasses part of Grays Park Road, part of Church Road down to Duffield Park (the north side). I feel that if this 
adopted it should either encompass both sides of Duffield Park or none of it. If only the north side of the road is 
included in the relaxation of the Green Belt, the five houses on the south side would remain as an isolated slither of 
developed Green Belt land. The ex ICI field performs a strong Green Belt function according to the criteria given. If this 
area is maintained as Green Belt, as it should be, Duffield Park need not perform this function. Duffield Park is a small 
private which is totally unsuitable for additional traffic which development would bring. It would be much more 
sensible to take Park Road as the boundary. I feel that the ARUP proposal as a whole is unsuitable as it relies on the 
assumption that the majority of the occupants would want to develop. If we really need the proposed housing it would 
be easier and quicker to develop a piece of undeveloped land. 

  

Rep3965 Ms 
Louise Vaux 

I refer to the Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council - Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment report, in particular to Chiltern HELAA Sites accepted at Stage 1 CD009. This refers to the George Inn in the 
High Street, Great Missenden that is currently designed as a business/public house and has not had a change of use 
issued against this property, the ‘Save the George’ group are working with the Council, Heritage England and the 
Community to retain this property as an inn and it would therefore be totally unsuitable for development into a 
residential space, so request that this is reconsidered in your plans. Other points I would like to raise in general are: - I 
have only recently been made aware of Emerging Plan by one of the business that will be affected by the proposed 
changes – this has not been publicised well in Great Missenden. - Due to lateness in receiving details I have not have 
time to read this extensive document – over 120 pages. - In general and what I have briefly read I believe that overall it 
will have serious impact on the erosion of the green belt. This area is both an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and 
within significant detrimental impact on this conservation area. Looking at the availability plan it appears to go again 
the Government’s own definition of ‘the green belt’. Which it defines green belt functions as: 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 
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regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other land. 

Rep3966 Mr 
Martin Marris 

1 Specific to greenbelt: this is an essential part of the environment (numerous studies relating to reduced stress when 
communities have access to countryside, air quality etc etc. So many of my European colleagues express envy of the 
greenbelt and wish they had something similar, but alas it's too late. And now we are proposing to destroy ours. It is 
tough; but there is no point in having a greenbelt policy if you can change it at will. We should build on brownfield sites, 
of which there are still plenty till at least 2036. 2 Specific to Chesham: the traffic, and resulting air quality in the valley 
are already very poor. Through traffic is already appalling (the main route from Hemel to Amersham, Wycombe etc is 
Eskdale Ave, which is ridiculously narrow and, like White Hill and Nashleigh Hill, usually closes with a snowfall. We 
already have asthma and other breathing disorders in the local schools linked with traffic air pollution in the town 
centre. With no answers offered to the existing congestion / pollution, it is ridiculous to suppose we can just bumble 
along with 1000 more houses using these same routes. 3 Similar is the water table, our source of clean drinking water. 
Local water companies are telling us that the water table is gradually lowering. More building (houses, roads, hard 
standing etc) will mean more water runs away rather than soaking in, which speeds up the decline. The increased 
population will increase the demand for the water, so doubling the rate of decline. Here too no answer has been put 
forward. Overall the problem is that there is no plan for dealing with the consequences of the proposed housing. It 
seems mad to propose such a significant change without any linked proposal for handling its negative aspects, 
especially as in Chesham these are specifically in issues where we already have a problem we aren't handling. The 
council needs to have a way of dealing with the air quality in the town centre, the congestion, the water table and 
other fundamental environmental and amenity issues before accepting additional housing on this scale. As and when 
we do deal with them, we then need to find creative alternatives to simply grabbing the greenbelt. 

  The councils consider that 

options in the Green Belt need 

to be considered in addition to 

the opportunities that are 

available on brownfield sites. 

 

Rep3968 Mr 
Phil Brogan 

This response should be considered as a general response to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial (Regulation 
18) Issues and Options Consultation, but is particularly relevant to Questions 16 & 17. The provision of adequate school 
places, at both primary and secondary level, for the children of residents in both Chiltern and South Buck Districts is of 
paramount importance and should be central to the long term decision-making on housing growth in these areas. At 
present in 2016 there is a real and growing ‘crisis’ in the provision of primary school places in Chiltern District. As a 
resident in the District, in Chesham, I have had first-hand experience of this crisis when seeking junior school places for 
my children. In my personal experience primary school places - not only in Chesham but also nearby settlements 
(including Great Missenden) - are insufficient in number. This creates a number of problems: - Families are increasingly 
unable to gain places for their children in local schools in these settlements; - The resulting need to send children to 
schools that are often at some distance from their home, as well as having to send siblings to different schools, not only 
detracts from the quality of life in the District, it also results in more car journeys being required thereby generating 
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more traffic on the local road network. This current situation is not a sustainable approach to development or 
infrastructure in Chiltern District. It shows no sign of abating, and if not addressed by Chiltern District Council and 
Buckinghamshire County Council as a matter of urgency it will not only increase in future years but also expand the 
crisis into secondary education in the District. I would reiterate that this is the current situation, without taking into 
account the necessary housing growth in the area within the proposed Local Plan period to 2036. It is noted that the 
emerging joint Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan will be informed by a Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study 
which will include an assessment of schools needs. However at this Issues and Option stage of consultation there are 
limited details available on this infrastructure study; and it would appear that the current constraints in respect of 
primary and secondary school infrastructure are insufficiently known by the two District Councils. I would therefore 
suggest to Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils that it would be wholly unsustainable to progress further work or 
decisions on the strategic location of new housing within their boundaries until such time as sufficient assessment has 
been undertaken on the need for additional school places now and in the future, and that education becomes a priority 
issue for delivery through the Joint Local Plan. 

Rep3969 Mr 
John Storey 

I live in Old Beaconsfield and as a resident of over 40 years have views on the development of the whole town. Q1. The 
areas shown on the map of Beaconsfield as ' Green Belt' for further study all appear currently to be unused. I consider 
that the land west of the town between the M40 and A40 would not be suitable for housing, being too close to the 
motorway for peaceful habitation. Some land to the west of the Service Station could be used for industrial 
development. Some of the land East of the town adjacent to the A355 between M40 and A40 could be used for 
housing, and land to the other side of the A355 could be developed for economic use adjacent to the present wood-
yard. All are currently under-used. Q1. While no specific reference has been made to Wilton Park, the development of 
this area must be high on the list of areas for development. First proposals for the site were for some 300+ houses. 
However, this Local Plan must lead to further development of the area to the North on the East side of the A355. This 
would make sensible use of the land in the light of the proposed relief road routed through this area. Housing could be 
developed on both sides of the relief road and across to the A355. Q4. The Wilton Park area and land to the North 
would become a substantial housing area amounting to a 'suburb' of Beaconsield. Consideration would need to be 
given to the infrastructure. There would be a need for new drainage systems and gas and electricity supply, an 
additional primary school, medical centre and shops for essential provisions, also a bus service. In order to preserve a 
peaceful environment for residents the A355 should be re-routed to the new road and directed to Pyebush 
roundabout. This is especially important with regard to through HGV traffic and moving spoil from HS2 construction. 
Q8. In my view the provision of Affordable Housing has been poorly met up to the present. I understand that 
developers have met their commitment by payment to the Council. If this is the case, it invites the suggestion that the 
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Council should provide and project manage construction of specific developments to meet local needs. This would help 
to reverse the policy of the 80's of selling off 'council housing' to sitting tenants, leaving the council with no ability to 
house those needing to rent. Council management of Affordable Housing should become policy. Q10. Specific areas 
could be identified for the development of 'Retirement Housing', i.e. for Over 60's. These could be made available to 
specialist developers. Q12/13. There are green areas within the town which should be protected. In particular, there 
are the sports grounds for the Rugby Club, Cricket Club, Holtspur Beacon Centre. Other areas needing protection are 
Ronald Road and Waller Road open spaces, and all the 'Woods' within the town. Q17. While I have little information on 
the ability of the available land or Green Belt to meet the needs of the next 20 years, I am strongly of the opinion that 
Councils should do more actual planning. At present they give the impression of being mainly reactionary. They wait for 
proposals and follow the 'rule book'. There should be more dynamic planning of what new construction can take place 
and where it can be built. There is a great opportunity to carry this out in the Wilton Park development. Another 
example of the need to plan is to correct the practice of the past where houses in the Old Town have been allowed a 
change of use to offices, leading to a detriment of the community. 

Rep3970 Mrs 
Lindsey Beagle 

I am not in agreement with such large plots of Greenbelt land to be used for housing in Iver, Iver Heath & Richings Park. 
It will destroy our area and we do not have the infrastructure to cope. Small pockets of land (infill) should be used first 
and foremost. The council should ask residents to identify small pockets of land that are suitable. 

  

Rep3971 Mr 
Ray Luker 
Luker Rowe & 
Co Ltd 

I and my family have lived in Chalfont St Giles for almost 45 years and we are horrified that our Council could even 
consider the destruction of a lovely and historic village like ours. We object most strongly to the Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation.(Regulation18) incorporating issues and Options. We request that the green 
hatched area of land owned by Chiltern District Council presented on p40 of the Plan - Upper Stone Meadow - be 
protected from all future development and any "change of use". Secondly I ask the Council to similarly protect Lower 
Stone Meadow.Ordnance Survey Map Ref: SU9993NW Land Registry Title BM294098. I request that all land at Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow have a binding protection Placed on it by Chiltern District Council to prevent mow and at any 
time in the future to never allow development on it - of any kind or category. The area is of outstanding natural beauty. 
The Area sits within the flood plain. The impact on the village, its people and infrastructure would be devastating. HS2 
is planned to go right under Lower Stone Meadow, adding to the risks of the flood plain and the loss of the River 
Misbourne. 

  

Rep3972 Mrs 
Gillian Marris 

I am objecting in the strongest possible terms to the plan for building on areas 15 and 13a of the Green Belt land near 
Chesham. 1. In principle, the Green Belt was designed to protect our green spaces from ever-increasing building and 
the threat of London's expansion into our small towns. Once we begin to take areas out of the Green Belt, it will be 
impossible to stop the process and in future it will be a case of "Well, we did it there, let's take some more to build on" 
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- bit by bit we in the Chilterns will lose the beautiful surroundings that make this area peaceful and restorative. Many of 
our residents are commuters who at weekends, need and value the green spaces, bridleways and walks which are the 
envy of other counties. 2. Botley and Ley Hill are tiny villages with their own communities. Large scale building of the 
kind proposed here would put enormous pressure on the country roads. 3. The idea of building yet more housing on 
the North end of Chesham means that all new traffic will need to pass through the bottleneck of St Mary's Way to 
reach London or Amersham - a quick look at the wine-glass shape of the existing development is enough to make the 
idea of expansion ridiculous. 4. We simply do not have the infrastructure to cope with this kind of large estate, and if it 
went ahead, new roads would have to be constructed through yet more of the Green Belt, new schools would have to 
be built, taking yet more of the Green Belt and valuable existing buildings will almost certainly have to be demolished 
to increase the size and efficiency of road junctions. This additional (hardly publicised) development would irrevocably 
change the character of the town and its beautiful surroundings. 5. It is risible that a school and playing field have just 
been lost and developed for housing at the top of Nashleigh Hill, when if the building plan is implemented, a new 
school would be needed up there!!!!!!!!! 6. Basic essential services, already stretched to breaking point, would need to 
be expanded. Sewerage treatment, doctors surgeries, hospital capacity, parking in the town are just some of the areas 
that would necessitate yet more funding and building works. 7. A personal comment here - I was born and bred in 
Chesham. I love the town and I feel very safe where I live. My husband travels away from home regularly but I never 
feel worried. I live in a lovely community and can walk with my tiny grandchildren into open country whenever I want 
to. This is why we live in Botley. I feel sure that having a huge new development at area 15 would change this forever. 
8. My recommendations are that existing space in the town centre should be considered above all options involving the 
Green Belt. Green Belt is SIMPLY NOT AN OPTION. 9. I have never forgotten something a friend said about the medical 
cupboard at Elmtree School - shelves full of asthma inhalers because the car exhaust fumes in the Chesham valley 
cannot escape. My children went to Chartridge School and the incidence of asthma was much lower. It is our duty to 
protect our children's health by saying NO to increased traffic coming through the town from North to South. 10. It 
feels like the Emperor's New Clothes. Except that we are all shouting! There are basic, important, life-changing 
concerns here that the addition of 1,000 new houses would raise. Why do we have to accept that number? When the 
government wanted to get rid of our Grammar Schools, our Council stood firm, (as did Kent's) and those wonderful 
schools still remain. We do not have bad schools here - Chiltern Hills Academy served one of my children excellently, 
and standing firm against a policy that may be right for some areas but not for ours is a courageous and worthy action. I 
would hope that as our representatives you would be courageous enough to protect the character of our small town, 
so pleasantly surrounded by green and not joined to anywhere else by building. 11. My husband and I support local 
wildlife trusts and feel it is important to conserver green spaces for the threatened bee population and wild flowers 
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(we have rare orchids in Botley). Have you checked that wildlife would be threatened by this huge building plans? 12. I 
am heartened by the fact that you are listening to our comments. Everywhere you look, everywhere you ask, people 
are saying “Leave our Green Belt alone”. Everyone is asking you – what on earth do you propose to do about the 
TRAFFIC? I implore you to take these concerns to heart and say NO to a) the idea of that many dwellings and b) any 
encroachment upon the Green Belt or the changing of the law to remove Green Belt status from our precious green 
spaces. I help in a small way at the Cheshams Museum, and there is always much sadness expressed by Chesham 
people at decisions taken in the 60’s to demolish historic buildings. (amy mill house, the embassy cinema, the house of 
tree, the town hall) Will our grandchildren and great-grandchildren be able to be proud that you decided to save our 
lovely green spaces and little villages? I hope and trust that the answer will be yes. Chesham is a history of being non-
conformist. Lydia Hardy, the first fairtrade champion and the martyrs are just two examples. To do what is right, even 
under pressure. That’s courage, and that’s why we elected you – because on my doorstep you said you would protect 
the Green Belt! Now I call upon you to keep that promise. 

Rep3973 Mrs 
Ann 
Underwood 

I wish to object strongly to the proposal of emerging Chiltern and South Bucks. Ashley Green is a dispersed settlement 
where development proposals should be considered very carefully: infilling would ruin the character of the village while 
development would overwhelm it. The protection of Ashley Green's visual and historic beauty should be protected. The 
proposed siting of the development is completely ill-considered: it is on a recreational ground used by many villagers, 
tourists & children for recreation and walking their dogs. Therefore building here is completely unacceptable. The area 
highlighted is an area of green belt and a conservation area. Taking away recreational ground used by many to 
substantiate buildings? Ashridge road is currently adept to resolve this situation. The reasons also for rejecting this 
scheme, highlights the inadequacy of the lanes and main street which would struggle to accommodate even small 
increases in traffic. Traffic flow is already currently a major a problem during rush hour and constantly busy during the 
day. Resources are currently already fully stretched. What are the councils currently doing about that? 

  

Rep3974 Mrs 
Nicola Bowler 

I am very concerned about the latest proposals for development of residential and employment property in Little 
Chalfont. This includes the initial areas planned for testing as well as the Green Belt Assessment for future release of 
further green belt. I feel this would really change the character of little Chalfont and mean that it starts merging into 
neighbouring towns such as Chalfont St Giles. We have already seen a 12.4% growth since 2006 which is more than 
neighbouring areas. This is putting significant pressure on the infrastructure of the village. I am already unlikely to be 
able to get my son into the better primary school and am concerned about secondary education too - this was one of 
the reasons we moved to the area. My husband struggles to get the train to London as it is so busy. The doctors also 
seem to struggle following all of the recent developments. So how will this be addressed if further housing is built? Not 
to mention the fact that we moved to the area because of the beautiful woods and fields which are now threatened if 

 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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land is removed from Green Belt classification including West Wood leading down to the Chess Valley. We regularly 
enjoy these areas today. So I would like to understand why these areas have been selected above others and what 
would be done to resolve my concerns. 

Rep3975 Mr 
Leigh Davy 

I object to the proposed development areas on both Nashleigh Hill and down The Vale in Chesham. My parents house 
is adjacent to the proposed residential development area and looks out across the Vale where there is also the 
prospect of it being developed for industry. Any development of these two sites will ruin natural habitats and reduce 
the quality of life for residents. My parents garden is frequented by deer, badgers, foxes, hedgehogs and all manner of 
other critters. Additional development will push these creatures further out of the town. In addition to the land animals 
there is a large quantity of birds including red kites that enjoy the woodland boundary as their feeding grounds. The 
recreational area on Nashleigh Hill is an important resource for Chesham, one that many residents cherish and enjoy 
regularly. You only have to go out after a fresh snow fall, or on an early summers afternoon to see the enjoyment it 
brings to all. Any development here would be a travesty. Likewise the woodland area adjacent to Birch Way and 
continuing up Nashleigh Hill is a beautiful area of serenity and any development here would destroy a wonderful 
natural area that could never be replaced. There are far more suitable sites in the local area. I would suggest that 
developing green belt land before ALL brownfield sites are developed (whether through compulsory purchase or other 
means) would make the decision makers liable for legal action in the future, as they clearly have not taken the wishes 
of the local community to heart. When, and only when, every brownfield site in the local area has been suitably 
developed should the government and local council look at developing virgin sites, and that in itself MUST be done 
sympathetically to the area and residents. I understand the need for further housing, but destroying the countryside 
and diminishing the quality of residents lives that the local council is supposed to be protecting is in insane prospect. 
There ARE other options! There are sensible potential projects that with the backing of local residents would be 
welcomed. This however, is not one of those, and I fear that those in charge will face heart felt opposition and feel the 
strength of the community. I wish to return to Chesham to bring up the next generation, but if the proposed planning 
goes ahead it will make this end of Chesham undesirable to return to and I am certain many home owners will leave. 
Please don’t let it be ruined 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. 

 

Rep3976 Mr 
Mark 
Wingrove 

Question 1: The process and strategy adopted to build an evidence base for future projections of housing and the 
economy shows a reasonable level of objectivity in the assessment for the next stages of the Joint Local Plan process 
Question 2: I agree with the CDC planning assessment as it currently stands on the draft HELAA particularly in relation 
to those areas that have been assessed in and around Prestwood and rejected during stage 1 and 2. I would add that if 
we recognise that there is a need for land for housing in the period under review then a method that allows the 
community to provide feedback on where those areas might be, would allow for a more constructive dialogue than a 
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response equivalent to "not in my backyard" might help to focus people's attention. Particularly if this is a medium 
development (more than 30 dwellings.) With the current housing density, and lack of sites, this might indicate releasing 
some land from the Green Belt might be appropriate, provided this was tightly controlled and did not open up a free 
for all. Question 3: I am unaware of other sites in the Prestwood area that may be suitable for inclusion in HELAA 
candidates that are not already currently included as Green Belt land. Question 4: I agree that as a lot of work has gone 
into the former document(s) then using this as the basis for the new vision makes a lot of sense. I also agree that 
statements that unilaterally protect Green Belt need to be reviewed in the light of the need for more space. However 
strict controls need to be maintained on how any rules or assessments are applied. Question 5: Urban extensions to a 
broad range of locations that share good transportation links, especially rail links, regular bus services or adjacent to 
major routes. There seems to be little benefit in building in areas with weak transportation links such as village 
extensions if they currently lack infrastructure, or require a significant investment to add to the existing infrastructure. 
(OPTION E) This suggests that within the Parish of Great Missenden examining the feasibility of extending into green 
belt to the north of Great Missenden, or to the North East adjacent to the A413 between Great Missenden and Hyde 
Heath. All of these areas offer much better access to transport links especially rail transport into London. Question 6: 
Option G but placed under close scrutiny to prevent greater loss of Green belt than needed to meet the requirements 
for new dwellings and businesses. Option I provided it is carried out with the support of the communities it most 
affects, and provision for additional infrastructure support to meet the new demands. I suspect studies will show many 
smaller villages are inadequately provisioned currently, so it is not simply a case of building more houses. Question 7: I 
can see no reason why the additional housing needs cannot be supported with the Chiltern and South Bucks area. 
There should be no absolutely unsurmountable reason why additional housing should be pushed out of the area. 
Question 8: Developments of say more than 20 dwellings should maintain a percentage of affordable homes. If a policy 
decision was made to force developers to add affordable homes at an appropriate proportion to meet the needs of the 
Local Plan and enforced then there would not be a large problem here. What ever happens over the next 20 years, 
there will be large developments pursued by developers. A balance adjustment needs to be made to introduce low cost 
housing to allow our children somewhere to live near their families rather than being forced out of the area. Question 
9: n.c. Question 10: I agree with placing a requirement for larger housing developments to include an element of 
specialist elderly care accommodation. However there may be some difficulties if there is not an easily reachable 
infrastructure for residents such as access to doctors surgeries, chemists, transportation links to adjacent towns.  
Perhaps knowing the population density of users of such accommodation might be a reasonable test to understand 
where provision is needed when compared with the current level of provision. Question 11: n.c.  Question 12: n.c.   
Question 13: The local green space designation referred to in this question as far as Prestwood is concerned would be 
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Prestwood Common jointly owned by GMPC and CDC. I assume this question requires the community to state they 
need it? Question 13 lacks a question mark! I assume that because this is a shared space used for recreation and a 
number of clubs and groups use it then this should be sufficient to maintain the land for that use.   Question 14: 
Prestwood requires a large community centre. There is currently insufficient meeting space for clubs and groups as the 
village has grown through the years. It is not clear that following the development of Lodge Lane in the late 1970’s that 
any substantial additional infrastructure was added to support the additional people joining the village.   Space for 
more shops/office space would be useful too to allow small businesses to flourish in the community. Improved public 
transport links would be useful too.   Question 15:  n.c.  Question 16: CIL (Is this in addition to Section 106?) if collected 
must be applied within the community affected and not redirected somewhere else. Right now Prestwood has a poor 
infrastructure given the population. Available meeting space per head is I suspect a lot lower than other areas. Public 
meeting places such as the Scout Hut, Guide Hut and PYCAG (principally aimed at youths) are all in various states of 
repair, some in need of replacement. The village hall is not adequate given the size of the village. There is an 
opportunity to consolidate some of these and build a new community facility.  It would be useful to develop a model 
based on real data and a study of the villages in the Chiltern area. Given a population what are the facilities available to 
it. Baseline this and examine the other villages to assess what else needs to happen. I suspect many villages have fallen 
behind some of the others. What makes some more successful than others in securing a nbetter infrastructure?  
Question 17: Some general points: In terms of the documentation provided please use consistent names for documents 
in the title of the file, the name of the document and the title in the header. Many are different. It would be better to 
have a document number as the main way of identifying a document.  Better support from the local Council. It would 
appear that some local councils have supported their communities better than others. Others appear to have done as 
little as possible. Having a model which recommends what is good practice and policing it would be helpful to residents 
in getting more people to participate. I am struggling to find how GMPC have helped in getting residents to engage in 
this process. With other councils it is more evident that they have reached out to the community, and have probably 
had more success.  There is a parcel of land identified as CD0080. I am against any development in this area. There have 
already been several attempts at promoting building in an area we locally refer to as 76 new homes (adjacent to Lodge 
Lane). Factors that caused the last two attempts to seek planning permission included Wildlife, impact on people, 
impact on infrastructure and increasing footfall on local services and facilities. If a large area is to be identified in or 
around Prestwood, then let Prestwood residents decide where that might be in the next round. There were also several 
assertions made about the suitability of this land because of good transport links. This site is some distance from the 
station. Even if you use Google Maps to find the distance. 

Rep3978 Mr & Our response is in particular to this area of Botley and Ley Hill, to the proposed change of green belt status, that more   
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Mrs Tim and 
Fiona Gillett 

attention should be paid to population projection and to the division of the population increase within the boroughs 
concerned. The division of population growth needs further political and practical analysis which should lead to a 
firmer demand led need in this particular area in this Chiltern Borough. We are objecting especially to the reduction of 
the green belt area and in practical terms the development of the green belt will mean huge increases in the 
infrastructure particularly roads, sewers and water, and electronic capabilities. The environmental impact will be to the 
detriment to existing populace. If there is to be an increase in population then the social services of housing, medical 
and administrative buildings must also be assessed. Previous experience of development would indicate that in the 
short to medium term the additional cost of such development will be unlikely to be met by government or private 
means. It is also unlikely that the councils ability to raise finance will be adequate and this will cause pressure probably 
of a high nature on the precept; and this would be reflected in the ballot box.  

Rep3979 
Sandy 
Saunders 
Chairman 
Beaconsfield 
Old Town 
Residents 
Association 
(BOTRA) 

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. Table 1.2 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 
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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)): 1. There are three listed buildings on site and two on the edge. 2. Beaconsfield 
Conservation Area is located within Area 1. 3. 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.’ 4. Two public footpaths cross the site 5. Development will lead to loss of green belt and undermine its 
purpose and function. 6. ‘Development will encroach on …. the mosaic of woodland, farmland and parkland.’ 7. It is 
NOT well screened from adjacent roads and homes and is open to the view from the A355. 8. There are allotments in 
the western area of this site 9. ‘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.’ 10. ‘Habitat connectivity at the site is likely to be 
reduced due to a loss of habitat corridors.’ 11. ‘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. 12. 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. 13. 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. 14. ‘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.’ 15. ‘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 
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extremely limited. 16. ‘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. 17. ‘There are no areas of public green space or parks 
within 600 m of the site.’ The “Maximum Distance” for parks is therefore exceeded. 18. ‘With the exception of the golf 
course, sports and recreation facilities are limited.’ 19. 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. 20. School places - at least 190 places needed. This need cannot be met locally. 21. It is imperative that 
existing playing fields at Wilton Park are retained due to the poor offering locally of leisure and sport 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 
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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 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 Figure 3 – the largest number of 
outbound commuters travel to London (46%). 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 
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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 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. 28 ‘Establishing future need for housing is not an exact 
science’ 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. 2.77 ‘The FEMA has a growing population.’ 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 
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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 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. Photos of flatted 
developments in the town:   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. 3.10 Please ‘take account of local evidence.’ 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 
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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 “It 
is evident that statutory homelessness has not become significantly worse in Buckinghamshire over the period since 
2001.” Figure 62 – South Bucks has the lowest numbers of overcrowded households, both owned and private and social 
rented dwellings. Figure 65 – the trend in ‘non-decent homes’ across all types of tenure has fallen steadily and 
drastically between 2006 and 2013. 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. Figure 66 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 
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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. Figure 95 Projected change in land demand 
by use class. Under the ‘trend’ based growth scenario, this forecasts a significant decline in B8 requirement. Figure 118 
– house price trends 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 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. Box.2.1 ‘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, 
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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 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, 
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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 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 car parks 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. 
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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 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. Figure 16. Beaconsfield ‘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 
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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 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 
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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 protected because leisure and 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: 1. Protect the character of Beaconsfield from intensification.. 2. Protect 
the setting, view from and Conservation Area of Beaconsfield Old Town. 3. Protect the heritage of Beaconsfield. 4. 
Protect the buffer of the Green Belt which provides a buffer between the town and the M40; and between the town 
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and the neighbouring settlements. 5. Protect ancient woodland and hedgerows and their habitats and species. 6. Not 
allow Beaconsfield to come to resemble an over-developed New Town. 7. 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. 8. Protect the 
countryside for future generations. 9. Protect Woodlands Roads as designated in the Townscape Character Study 2015. 
10. Support infrastructure - see evidence provided above. QUESTION 5 Our comment on Option C is listed below: 
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 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 
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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: 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 
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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 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. We do not support release of the other areas of green belt because it is essential to retain the green fingers 
into and out of the town and its semi-rural nature. . QUESTION 8 The Council can continue to meet its local affordable 
housing need by: 1. Assessing the geographical areas where affordable housing need actually exists and not having 
such dwellings built in areas where there is no such need or where value of land is such that affordable housing is not 
economically viable. 2. Section 106 contributions and CIL. 3. 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 
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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: 1. 
The increased prevalence of multi-generational living which gives optimal support to elderly relatives. 2. 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. 3. what people actually want for their futures. 
Most would see living in a residential care home as a last resort. 4. the number of such homes already existing in 
Beaconsfield and nearby. There is existing capacity in these homes. 5. 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. 6. 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 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 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

812 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

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 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 
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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 13 All open areas at Wilton Park should be designated Local Green Space, including the existing playing 
fields and leisure facilities. 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 
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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 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. Figure 16. Beaconsfield ‘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 
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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 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 . 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 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 
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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. See Photo. 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. 

Rep3981 Mr 
Ben Lines 

With regard to proposal to downgrade the green belt in sector 15 surrounding Botley I would like to state my 
opposition to the plan. The green belt was implemented to protect areas such as Botley and Ley HIll from over 
development that would degrade the rural environment that is the main reason many residents have chosen to live in 
this area. The views of countryside from the road are an integral part of the feel of the area and any attempts to build 
on this land would destroy the visual appeal of the area. Attractive rural villages are not being created anymore, they 
only face degradation and destruction from future development. This area should be celebrated and protected and not 
sacrificed for plans that will not in anyway resolve the national shortage of housing. I am also concerned that due to the 
large swathes of land adjoining the proposed relaxed area that this land too could be slowly degraded and eventually 
built on leading to an urban sprawl that would completely change the character of the area. Finally I am deeply 
concerned that most residents in the proposed area are completely unaware of the proposed plan. It does not feel as 
though there has been a conscious attempt to involve them in the decision process at all and hence the opportunity for 
them to offer an opinion on the matter has been lost. 

  

Rep3982 Mr General I have lived in Little Chalfont all my life and have always been greatful knowing that just by walking down the  The Local Plan will need to 
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Jeremy Miles road I can be in the middle of nowhere. While growing up I used to spend hours and hours playing in the fields and 
woods that are now under threat. While I acknowledge that there is a need for development I believe that Little 
Chalfont has already seen its fair share of development. There has been 307 new properties between the years of 
2006-2014. These developments have been on the following sites; the former Saw Mill off Bell Lane, the Donkey Field 
off Burtons Lane and the development on the open land on Elizabeth Avenue being prime examples. I feel that instead 
of using the proposed green belt land and changing the status of land labelled as ANOB they should be using the areas 
of land already labelled as ‘brown field’ sites within the Chilterns. This would provide a much more limited impact upon 
the beautiful countryside that surrounds the place that many of us have been bought up in. I feel that the areas of land 
that have been highlighted for future development are completely unsuitable for the proposed developments of 
additional residential land and land for employment development. Please find my reasoning below: Infrastructure – the 
village’s ability to cope with an increased population; Having travelled into London a lot during the morning I know how 
crowded the trains have become and that it is hard to get a seat and we are only the second stop. Education – There 
aren’t enough local schools as it is with many classes now being much bigger than the 25 pupils when I first started my 
education. Only two primary schools in Chalfont will not be enough for all the new families. Parking in Little Chalfont is 
currently terrible it is quite often not possible to park by the shops. This is not good for the village. As many people will 
turn to neighbouring villages if they cannot park. Many local roads leading of the A404 are little more than country 
lanes an increase in population and housing means that roads will need to be widened and improved to cope with the 
increased levels in traffic. This act alone will significantly change the nature and feel of the village and have a negative 
impact on an already very busy main road which struggles to cope with the volume of traffic at morning and evening 
rush hour. Green Belt The Green Belt was originally designated to prevent the outward sprawl of London and has been 
used in the local area to safeguard the countryside from encroachment and to check the unrestricted sprawl of large 
built up areas. If the proposals for development in and around Little Chalfont get approved this will significantly change 
the setting in that which we all live and the setting of the village. The land was given its green belt status for a reason 
and I feel that it is wrong for us to now be able to change it as we please. Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Having 
grown up in Chalfont and being a member of the beavers, cubs, scouts and explorers I have had the luxury of having 
the Chiltern Hills on my doorstep to explore. The village itself has areas of ancient woodland, Pollards Wood. I feel we 
should be protecting areas such as this and not be looking to destroy them This land should be viewed as a National 
Asset which should be protected for the benefit of all to enjoy. This is reflected in the volume of visitors to this part of 
the Chilterns who can regularly be seen enjoying these open spaces. This is reflected in the Chilterns Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty Management Plan 2014 – 2019 which acknowledges that the Chilterns is possibly the most 
heavily visited landscape in the UK, with over 55 million leisure visitors a year. The proposed development sites will 

identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
needs taking into account the 
scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  
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have a major impact upon the local area which will lose large tracts of land currently afforded protection under existing 
legislation. This will both change the setting and character of the village for the worse, Upon completion I believe this 
would unfortunately open the door for future development which is not needed in what is currently once of the most 
stunning and beautiful parts of the country.   

Rep3983 Mrs 
Emily Haigh 

We feel the area of land near Quill Hall Farm is an area of outstanding natural beauty and allow me and my family 
fantastic access to rural/forestry areas. Building a house estate on this land we feel will cause serious damage to the 
local area and the generally restrict certain aspects of the outdoor lifestyle that we wish to encourage for our children. 
We are therefore against this proposal and feel brownfield sites would be much more appropriate to build additional 
housing. 

  The councils consider that 

options in the Green Belt need 

to be considered in addition to 

the opportunities that are 

available on brownfield sites. 

Rep3984 Mr 
James Bowen 

I would like to object in the strongest possible terms against de-classifying Ley Hill, Botley and Orchard Leigh as green 
belt. What a disgraceful move from a council elected to protect the area and the interests of those living here. You will 
destroy the environment, as well as the villages themselves. We do not need more concrete jungles replacing this 
beautiful countryside, over populating and polluting the area and killing off the wild life. The whole point of having 
green belt areas is to protect them from over development. 

  

Rep3985 Mr 
Michael 
Adams 

The proposed Wilton Park Diversion for the A355 should have at least dual cariageways through the new development. 
The existing A355 already has long delays at the southbound end with the A40 London End junction and adding the 300 
plus local traffic from the development will greatly worsen the jams if the A355 remains a single carriageway. The 
supposed need for more housing in the South East could be eased if there was rent control in the London boroughs at 
least, so people were not being driven out of London, thus creating the need for adjacent counties to provide more 
housing. This means there is an apparent need for developers to pressure councils for Green Belt land unnecessarily, 
but to the advantage of those who are rich. I have limited ability and time at 85 to study the Plan and would appreciate 
a further period to do so and submit comments that are more likely to bear positive results. I wish to see all comments 
submitted. I believe adequate records of meetings have probably not been kept. I attended the Beaconsfield meeting 
where this did appear to have happened. 

  

Rep3986 Miss 
Saskia Purr 

Question 8 I strongly reject the motion of building on GreenBelt land, as it is an outstanding place of natural beauty, 
home to a multitude of different types of natural wildlife. Therefore, by building on this land, would ruin the natural 
beauty that Little Chalfont is known for. Question 17 I am deeply opposing building 1000 houses on the two fields next 
to Westwood Park. It would cause an increase in road traffic, pollution and noise, in what normally would be a serene, 
peaceful place. Existing residence would suffer greatly as services such as; the local school and surgery, which are 
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already full, would be over subscribed. Moreover, this would lead to an obscene amount of traffic on the narrow roads, 
causing constant disruptions for all residents. DO NOT BUILD ON GREENBELT OR THE FIELDS NEXT TO WESTWARD 
PARK!!!! We love our village as it is!!! BUILD SOMEWHERE ELSE!!!! 

Rep3987 Mr 
Oliver 
Morgan-
Timms 
Rep4411 A 
Morgan-
Timms 
Rep4435 Mrs 
Isabella Dzido 
Rep4433 Mr 
Paul Dzido 
Rep4432 Mr 
Lukas Dzido 
Rep4431 Miss 
Zoey Dzido 
Rep4430 Miss 
Lily Dzido 
Rep4429 Miss 
Ruby Dzido  

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 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, 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): 

 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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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 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 
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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 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. 

Rep3988 Mr 
Adam Murray 
Coda Planning 
Ltd on behalf 
of Betjeman 
Park 

'Betjeman Park' - Raans Road Amersham 1.0 REPRESENTATION TO THE INITIAL (REGULATION 18) CONSULTATION 1.1 In 
reference to the initial consultation (referred to above) on the emerging Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire (South 
Bucks) Local Plan, the following report is prepared by Coda Planning on behalf of Betjeman Park Partners in relation to 
the land indicated below. Alongside this report other representations have been made by parties within Betjeman Park 
Partners. Appendix 0 has been submitted as a response to the consultation by Amersham Hill Cricket Club, setting out 
their own role (introduced below) in the proposals. Appendix E has also been submitted and establishes the sports and 
leisure requirements underlying the proposals as well as a superseded indicative concept layout for the site. 1.2 
Representations regarding this land have been made to Chiltern District Council in the past, but it is again introduced in 
the following section, with a brief overview of its location, surroundings and development potential. After this principal 
points of this representation are discussed, including an introduction to the current planning policy context in Chiltern 
and South Bucks and comments on the Development Needs and Opportunities, and the Spatial Strategy Options set out 
in the consultation document. 1.3 In addition to this an additional piece of land (CDOl?2) to which the proposals relate 
is introduced in the section below, and assessments are made relating to the evidence base of the emerging Joint Local 
Plan, as well as the potential Built Area Extension Options mooted by the consultation document. In light of this 
discussion the conclusion is therefore drawn that the land in question is suitable for allocation for residential 
development and should form part of a BAE at Amersham. 2.0 Site Introduction and Development potential 2.1 As 
indicated above, the primary site is located to the east of Amersham directly adjacent to the urban area. It is situated 
on Raans Road, which leads from the A404 between a predominantly residential area to the north/north-west and an 
employment area (Corinium and Fairview Industrial Estates), which is to the south west of the site. A railway line 
separates the site from the neighbouring land use and therefore principal access to the site is gained over an existing 
road bridge over the railway. The 3 site is scrubland in the Green Belt and generally flat , it is screened from all 
directions other than the east by large mature trees and hedgerows. It has previously been highlighted as an Emerging 
Site Option (Area 2) in CDC's Gypsy Travellers and Travelling Showpeoples Site Options Public Participation document 
(Sept/Oct 2013). 2.2 As indicated in the image below. and in accordance with previous representations made to 
Chiltern District Council regarding this land. it is asserted that the site is suitable to be developed for housing in part 
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(shown in orange), as well as for Green Belt~ compatible community sports and open space (shown in green below, 
with illustrative 'buffer '). This combination will enable not only the delivery of much-needed housing in a logical, 
sustainable location at the edge of the built-up area of Amersham. but it will also create a permanent. but valued and 
useable. green gap between the settlements. 2.3 The delivery of community sports facilities and open space on the site 
is proposed in conjunction with Amersham Hill Cricket Club (AHCC), which is currently proposing to relocate from its 
existing sile off Woodside Rd (shown below, and included in the January 2016 Draft HELAA - CDol72) if new expanded 
facilities can be provided at the proposed Betjeman Park of Raans Rd. Due to this, this representation also makes 
reference to the development potential that this site holds. 4 3.0 planning policy Context 3.1 For much of2015 Chiltern 
District Council and South Bucks District Council were in the process of preparing separate Local Plans, for which 
individual ' Regulation 18' consultations had been undertaken from january 2015 to March 2015 in Chiltern, and 
February 2015 to April 2015 in South Bucks. However, in response to more recently announced measures to speed up 
the delivery rate of Local Plans, Chiltern and South Bucks Councils decided on 3" November 2015 and 10" November 
2015 (respectively) to begin the preparation of a joint Local Plan. 3.2 As a result of this the document to which this 
representation relates is required - a separate Regulation 18 consultation. As part of this, whilst no formal Call for Sites 
process is being undertaken, additional pieces of land may be nominated in writing to accompany those submitted as 
part of each Council's individual Calls for Sites. 3.3 Carrying over from the previous progress that had been made, the 
document in question identifies that particular parts of the evidence base should be taken into account to inform 
responses to the consultation: o Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) 
Report findings: Consultation Draft (January 2016). o Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 
(January 2016) (HELAA). o Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part I: Methodology and Assessment of Land 
Parcels. o Chiltern and South Bucks Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study: Report of Settlement Findings - Baseline 
Assessment (January 2016). o Sustainability Appraisal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation 
(Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options: Reasonable Alternatives Report. 3.4 Due to this level of evidence, and 
the previous work that had already been undertaken separately by each Local Authority, this consultation has been 
able to include Issues and Options in addition to the initial Regulation 18 stage. The result of this is that the document 
also sets out what the Councils consider to be the key issues that the joint Local Plan will need to address in light of the 
evolving evidence base, Duty to Co-operate discussions and national planning policy and guidance. 3.5 As part of this it 
sets out potential Built Area Extension Options into the Green Belt. Though the document states that these 
'suggestions' have yet to be subject to a detailed account of constraints. they form such a crucial part of potential 
future development that these have been discussed in this response document. In assessing potential BAEs it is 
essential to not only take account of their value as part of the Green Belt but also in terms of: • Heritage features - 
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Areas of Green Belt can often significantly contribute towards the heritage value of adjacent settlements. This is the 
case in areas of the Green Belt around Old Amersham which has significant heritage value in addition to designated 
heritage assets. 5 • Landscape features - The nature of land within the Green Belt is such that it frequently holds 
significant landscape value. The importance 3uached to retaining and enhancing landscapes and visual amenity is set 
out within paragraph 81 of the NPPF. • Particularly in Chiltern, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty - NPPF paragraph 
115 establishes that AONBs have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty and that 
the conservation of both wildlife and cultural heritage must be given great weight. 3.6 The remainder of this document 
will comment on and provide responses to the most relevant of the above considerations as well as potential BAEs. and 
the aforementioned critical constraints, in relation to the primary Betjeman Park site at Raans Rd, as well as the AHCC 
land at Woodside Rd. 4.0 Development Needs and Opportunities 4.1 Development Needs and Market Areas In 
introducing the establishment of Development Needs in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts to 2036. the consultation 
document clearly identifies the requirement that this must be set against an appropriate evidence base. This is 
necessary to ensure that at least the full Objectively Assessed Housing Need is targeted and delivered, and following 
this various conclusions are drawn - some of which are considered to display particular strengths in the emerging 
policy. 4.2 In particular, conclusions e) and I) describe the 'best fit' approach that is being taken towards defining 
housing and economic market areas for plan-making purposes. Whilst the 'best fit' for the emerging Local Plan has 
been found to be a Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area, part of South Bucks District falls within a Berkshire Housing 
and Economic Market Area (outlined in conclusion a)), which is assessed in conclusion I) to comprise "all six of the 
Berkshire authorities within single market areas." In this instance the consultation is careful to highlight that the 
respective assessments of each individual Berkshire authority in this regard may impact upon the overlap with South 
Bucks District. This is demonstrative of a more nuanced understanding of the impact of such assessments on the 
Development Needs of the joint Local Plan: the evolving policy of Berkshire LPAs may impact upon Housing Market 
Areas that in turn impact upon the wider Berkshire Housing and Economic Market Area, of which South Bucks District is 
partly formed. It is clear that such market relationships are highly complex. and the commitment to monitor this 
evolving situation and to account for potential changes through the Duty to Co-operate is therefore seen to be a 
strength of the consultation document. 4.3 However. in spite of this is it is considered that there are also certain 
weaknesses apparent in the document's presentation of the Development Needs in the districts. Conclusion c) correctly 
identifies the very strong market relationships between ChilternlSouth Bucks and London, but also states that: "[ ... J 
however given that London has a different plan-making arrangement and its housing and economic market area is 
defined as Greater London the strongest market relationships outside of London need to be considered . .. 6 4.4 
Notwithstanding the vague phrasing of this statement, it is considered to be a conclusion of little consequence. Whilst 
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it is of course correct that the strongest market relationships outside of London need to be considered, the language 
used in conclusion c) implies that there are valid reasons for the market relationships between ChilternlSouth Bucks 
and London to be given less emphasis. It is not the case that London's different plan-making arrangement. or the extent 
of its Housing and Economic Market Area, are reasons for these market relationships to be in any way underplayed or 
given reduced consideration. 4.5 It is therefore clear that in moving forward the consultation document must give all 
due consideration to the pressure created by London's housing market, and the impact that this has on the volume of 
housing that Chiltern and South Bucks will need to deliver throughout the plan period. This is acknowledged to an 
extent in paragraph 2.4 of the document, which identifies it as an important Duty to Co-operate relationship, but given 
the fundamental importance of identifying correct Development Needs, it asserted that every effort must be made to 
ensure that full and proper weight is given to all considerations - in particular the impact of London's Housing Market. 
4.6 In light of this the growth options that are taken forward in the consultation document must in turn take into 
consideration the most appropriate ways in which to fulfil these sorts of Development Needs. Subsequent sections of 
this document discuss these options in greater detail but it is at this point asserted that owing to the strong market 
relationships between London and Chiltern in particular, that certain settlements in the areas covered by the emerging 
policy will be more suitable to accommodate growth in response to this pressure than others. Such settlements include 
Amersham and Little Chalfont, with their key transport links to London being, amongst other reasons, crucial in this 
relationship. Alongside this, the general need to release Green Belt land to meet Development Needs is described in 
section 5 of this document. As such it follows that in addition to maximising development in the existing built area of 
these particular settlements, this area will require expansion into the Green Belt and the sites in question are therefore 
suitable to form part of both of these required methods of housing delivery. 4.7 Development Opportunities Following 
on from the above, it is asserted that at all stages of the process of producing the emerging Joint Local Plan, the 
importance of identifying correct Development Needs must be matched by the importance of identifying sites that can 
play part in fulfilling them. Early paragraphs in Section 3 of the consultation document ('Development Opportunities') 
establish this, identifying that the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment will be updated at least annually 
"to understand 'supply' opportunities and to test whether they can be delivered within the Plan period." 4.8 Despite 
this assurance, Section 3 goes on to explain that the current draft HELAA does not include open space within the built-
up areas, or any development options within the Green Belt, that is not previously developed land. In particular 
reference to Green Belt sites, the justification provided for this 'Stage 1 Rejection' is the fact that the Councils are 
currently undertaking a Green Belt Assessment, with the outcome of part 2 of this informing subsequent HELAAs. 
Whilst the rationale for taking this approach is understood, and it is acknowledged that the HELAA in its current form is 
7 a draft, it is considered that discounting open space and Green Belt sites from the document at this crucial stage of 
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the emerging Joint Local Plan is inappropriate and unhelpful. With or without the impending results of the Green Belt 
Assessment, at all stages the HELAA must provide as full and as proper assessment of sites as possible. and it is believed 
that the current approach potentially undermines the ability of the document to play a suitable role in helping to 
deliver the full Objectively Assessed Housing Need of the Councils. 4.9 That this is the case is highlighted by the fact 
that several of the Spatial Strategy Options presented in the consultation document present the likelihood that 'Built 
Area Extension(s)' into existing Green Belt land will be required to fulfil Development Needs. Whilst the broad concepts 
(of removing certain land from the Green Belt) presented by these options are discussed in a general sense in the 
consultation document. in accordance with the previous paragraph it is asserted that in order to reach the objectives 
that the document must help to fulfil, every effort must be made to give a full assessment of all housing and economic 
land. As set out. the current approach taken in the draft HELAA does not do this and, despite the acknowledged 
circumstances, it is asserted that the continued development of the Joint Loc. 1 Plan would greatly benefit from 
engaging in such analysis of all sites at 011 possible stages. 4.10 In particular, the proposed Betjeman Park land to 
which this document primarily relates was subject to a 'Stage 1 Rejection' due its Green Belt status. However. in 
accordance with comparative analysis in seclion 6 of this document the suitability of bringing this site forward towards 
release from the Green Belt is clearly demonstrated. This would suggest that, given appropriate analysis, there are 
sufficient suitable sites to fulfil Chiltern and South Buck's Development Needs, and the land in queslion forms part of 
these. However, the current approach taken in the HELAA to Green Belt rejections results in a mismatch with the 
consultation document . which dne.s recommend the potential removal of certain Green Belt sites as Built Area 
Extensions. The lack of scrutiny given to these sites in the HELAA is reflected in the fact that the potential BAEs mooted 
in the consultation document are not the most appropriate and this is to its detriment. It is therefore asserted that this 
further evidences the need for the HELAA to engage sooner and more fully in appropriate analysis of all si les, 
particularly lhose in the Green Belt. Doing so would have determined the positives associated with the site in question, 
and therefore would have enabled the consultation document in question to present more appropriate sites for 
potential BAEs. 5.0 SpatialStGteu.Qp.tions 5.1 Approach to Options As previously identified, paragraph 3.7 of the 
consultation document clearly establishes that: .. f. .. J it is clear 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 . .. 8 Further setting out the context against which the Visions and Objectives on the emerging 
policy is set, 'Broad Findings' from the Regulation t8 consultations of Chiltern 's and South Bucks' separate Local Plans 
included: Clliltem - o General support of Core Strategy objectives. o Requested additional measures for protection of 
Green Belt and AONB. o 'Improved design, enhancement of local character', o HS2 (impact and opposition). Soutll 
Buckso General support of Core Strategy objectives. a 'Differing views for and against 'maintaining the Grecn Belt". o 
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'Improved design reflecting local identity'. a Inclusion afSuDS and improved river corridors. 5.2 Subject to appropriate 
updates to take account of altered national planning policy and guidance, the current consultation document draws 
upon these existing visions and the findings of the previous consultations. Paragraph 4.4 of the consultation document 
also states that the new Joint Local Plan Spatial Strategy Options will "reOect the emerging joint local plan evidence 
base." Despite the importance of taking into account the conclusions of consultations for the previous separate Local 
Plans, it is strongly considered that the findings of the Joint Local Plan evidence base is most crucial in this case. As 
established in the previous section, the most fundamental purpose of the emerging plan is the fulfilment of accurately-
established Development Needs and a careful consideration of the continually-evolving evidence base. 5-3 Pursuant to 
this previous discussion it has been found (largely in paragraphs 4.6, 4.9 & 4.10) that such consideration would 
determine that in order to achieve this primary objective of Development Need delivery, the removal from the Green 
Belt of sites such as that to which this document relates will be required. This is acknowledged in "the Council's 
consider[ation[ that there are exceptional circumstances to review the Green Belt", and this is manifested in a number 
of Spatial Strategy and Hierarchy Options. The relative merits of these in relation to the land in question will now be 
assessed. 5.4 Spatial Strategy a"d Hierarchy Optio"s As highlighted above this assessment of the spatial options is set 
against the site at Raans Rd to which this document relates, and comments are made within this context. As such 
where options deal with similar principles or approaches to delivering Development Needs they will be subject to a 
'grouped' assessment. In addition, certain options, including Option K, are not considered relevant to this 
representation and are therefore not assessed. 5.5 Option A (making more efficient and effective use ofland within 
existing built-up areas) and Option B (reviewing the purpose and function of existing areas of special control) both 
relate to increasing 9 development opportunities within existing built-up areas and as such are assessed in conjunction. 
In this first instance, it is believed that striving for more efficient and effective use ofland within existing built-up areas 
must be considered as a 'given' by both Councils. Whether or not other options are brought forward, this will be 
pursued in order to enable future development to be as sustainably situated as possible. In addition to this, the 
relocation of open spaces is believed to offer more benefits than simply the creation of more development 
opportunities in built-up areas. The fact that replaced open space uses are compatible with the Green Belt means that 
a greater level of protection of Green Belt function can be achieved over the potential alternative of more built 
development in the Green Belt. Furthermore, although it is considered that Green Belt release for residential 
development will still be required, slightly reducing the required volume through implementation of this option would 
have a knock-on effect on the ability to protect the AONB from development. The two sites to which this document 
relates (particularly the existing urban open space at Woodside Rd) are believed to be perfect examples of the way in 
which these positive impacts can be secured. In this case a combined approach that acknowledges the benefits that are 
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possible when Spatial Strategy Options are considered in a 'joined up' manner can achieve these goals. 5.6 Option B's 
suggestion of reviewing Residential Areas of Special (Chiltern) I Exceptional (South Bucks) Character is also supported. 
These locations are referred to as 'Areas of Little Change' in Chiltern District and given policy weight through CS21; 
their purpose to retain and preserve this special character is laudable and an important part of planning policy for both 
Councils. However, their functionality in this case being subject to additional planning restrictions (CS21 in Chiltern and 
HIO in South Bucks) is considered to be unnecessary and an inappropriate constraint to development. Taking Chiltern 's 
CS21 as the example. it is evident that the goals "to maintain andlor improve local character 1 .. . 1 protect the historic 
environment ( ... 1 be of an appropriate scale" are easily achievable through standard policy relating to design quality. 
Indeed, Chiltern's preceding Core Strategy policy (CS20 Design and Environmental Quality) fully captures this design 
ethos and incorporates the majority of these points without being overly restrictive: this. it is considered. renders the 
relevant Residential Areas of Special/Exceptional Character functionally redundant. 5.7 Pursuant to this it is believed 
that a review of such areas is necessary, and as a result it is strongly asserted that both Options A and B must be 
pursued in order to allow greater urban efficiencies and create more development opportunities in the existing built-up 
areas of Chiltern and South Bucks - in particular at the land in question off Woodside Rd. 5.8 Options C, D and E 
propose built area extension(s) to the principal settlements within and on the edge of Chiltern and South Bucks, and 
also to a wider range of smaller settlements. As established by the discussion in paragraph 5.3 of this document, it is 
acknowledged by both Councils that exceptional circumstances exist such that a review of the Green Belt is required_ 
In order for this to be appropriately actioned into a fulfilment of Development Needs a wider policy-based exploration 
of this approach is required, and this exploration is represented at this point of the plan making process by Options C, D 
and E. It is therefore considered that all 3 options should be pursued if the Councils are to be able to demonstrate that 
the required level of Development Needs can be delivered throughout the period covered by the emerging Joint Local 
Plan. 10 5.9 Whilst it is believed that all of these options must be explored further, it is also acknowledged that in line 
with the Chiltern and South Bucks Infrastructure Capacity study, different settlements are capable of accommodating 
different levels of growth, and as such a 'sequential' approach should be taken to the further consideration of these 
options. That is, in order to direct growth towards the most sustainable locations, exploration of the potential for built 
area extensions to principal settlements (both within (Option C) and on the edge of (Option D) Chiltern and South 
Bucks) should be undertaken prior to that for "a wider range of settlements". The location of the Raans Road site in 
question at the edge of the principal Chiltern settlement of Amersham makes it demonstrably sustainable, sequentially 
preferable and therefore a priority in this regard. 5.tO In accordance with this approach it is also asserted that Option I 
(Extension(s) to other settlements such as the larger villages) should be explored further where the settlements in 
question arc capable of accommodating such growth in a sustainable manner. 5.11 Options F and G propose, 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

828 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

respectively, a review of settlements within the Green Belt with a view to remove those which are larger and more 
sustainable, and a review of the inner Green Belt boundaries. Both deal with smaller scale changes to the Green Belt 
boundaries to better reflect the relationship between built-up areas and the open Green Belt, creating development 
opportunities where appropriate. As a result of this they are viewed together. Put simply, a smaller scale review of 
Green Belt boundaries in the manner proposed to bring certain built-up areas out of the Green Belt will (by virtue of 
the associated change in policy context) allow for significant gains in effective and efficient use of land in such 
locations. Following this, and in line with the conclusions presented with regard to Options A and B, these opportunities 
that could be created are invaluable in the pursuit of sustainably located development, and it is therefore considered 
that the Councils should be taking forward both options as part of the emerging Joint Local Plan. 5.12 On the same 
merits it is asserted that Option H, a review of the scope for allowing limited infilling within villages and generally built 
up frontages within the Green Belt, needs to be taken forward. Whether or not the Councils deem smaller villages as 
suitable to be removed from the Green Belt in accordance with Options F or G, they still represent existing built-up 
areas which do and wi.ll have opportunities for certain scenarios of in fill that represent sustainable development. 
increasing the efficiency ofland use even in smaller existing built-up areas. 5.13 As a result of the preceding discussion 
throughout this section it is considered that all options require further exploration. As a general rule it is apparent that 
the options presented fall into 1 of 2 broad approaches to delivering growth: either mechanisms to increase delivery 
within existing built-up areas, or alterations to the Green Belt to allow for extensions to these built-up areas. It has 
been extensively shown that both of these directions must be fully explored in order to meet the Development Needs 
of Chiltern and South Bucks and as such, in line with Option L, it is believed that all options must be pursued. II 5.14 
Further to this it is posited that in taking options forward, especially those that deal with larger built area extensions, 
careful consideration must be paid to the distribution of development throughout both districts. Specifically, it is 
asserted that the delivery of a Joint Local Plan does not mean that the Development Needs in the more constrained 
area of Chiltern can be displaced to South Bucks. The allocation ofland for development in light ofthe growth options 
must take account of the location of different levels of Development Need and Opportunity, particularly around 
Chiltern 's well connected principal settlements, and the following discussion surrounding the evidence base expands 
on this. 6.0 El'idence..Base..and.RuillArea Extension Options 6.1 Having set out that extensions of existing built-up areas 
into the Green Belt are needed as part ofthe options that must be explored in order to deliver reqUired levels of 
development. it is also crucial to clearly establish how ond wh¥ the settlement and site in question needs to playa part 
in this delivery. As in the previous section, it is reiterated that the fo llowing analysis is delivered in relation to the 
proposals to which this document relates, and therefore only the most relevant aspects of the evidence base arc given 
full consideration. 6.2.0 Residential Development Needs and Opportunity in Amersham (Bucks HEDNA Consultation 
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Draft Jan 2016 & Chiltern and South Bucks Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study) 6.2.1 As already set out, a 
comparative assessment of the Development Needs in Chiltern and South Bucks <as described in the Buckinghamshir. 
Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 2015 Report of Findings Consultation Draft, Jan 2016) against 
potential development land supply (as described in January 2016's Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment) determines that Green Belt release (0 create new Development Opportunities is a requirement. 6.2.2 
Specifically. it is asserted that sites around the principal Chiltern settlements. including Amersham. must form part of 
this process and the principle of this is fundamentally accepted in the consultation document. which as discussed 
acknowledges in Spatial Strategy Option C the potential delivery of "built area extension(s)" to principal settlements. 
including Amersham. in both Local Authority Areas. Beyond this initial acknowledgement greater evidence is available 
demonstrating the significant development needs being faced, reinforcing the requirement for surrounding land to 
form part of built area extension(s). In summarising the stages of establishing the Full Objectively Assessed Need for 
Housing in the Joint Local Plan area. the HEDNA document referred to above finds a total dwelling requirement 2013-
33 of 13.653 for Chiltern and South Bucks together. Of this total. 6.602 are in Chiltern and 7.051 are in South Bucks. 
however it is crucial to note that from the baseline demographic starting point (4.552 and 6.522 respectively) the 
adjustments made to account for local demographic factors and (w-year) migration trends resulted in an increase of 
752 dwellings in Chiltern and a decrease of 902 in South Bucks. This. it is asserted. is demonstrative of the higher pace 
at which market pressure is growing in Chiltern, and with reference to the assertions set out in paragraphs 4.3-4.6 of 
this document this can be largely attributed to the market relationships with London. 6.2.3 This is corroborated in part 
by the data set out on the previous page. from the January 2016 document 'HMAs and FEMAs in Buckinghamshire - The 
Impact of a Joint Plan for Chiltern and South Bucks'. which evidences the substantial commuting flows to London from 
the Joint Plan area. Whilst this does relate to South Bucks as well as Chiltern. it is strongly asserted that the major 
public transport linkages (London Underground Metropolitan line) between London and three of Chiltern's principal 
settlements (Amersham. Chesham and Little Chalfont) are indicative of Chiltern's primacy in this regard. Even if this 
data were to be disregarded it is considered that the presence of such transport infrastructure in Chiltern's primary 
settlements is, in accordance with established research' and national planning polley'. sufficient imperative to guide the 
focus of development to such locations. 6.2.4 In this regard the Chiltern and South Bucks Settlement Infrastructure 
Capacity Study makes the case that the presence of such infrastructure must guide development to Amersham (and 
Chiltern's other principal settlements) even more evident. The document highlights the development opportunities 
presented by the stations ("Rail and underground lines and stations") as well as the fact that the Metropolitan line 
holds some capacity for growth due to existing investment on signalling and new trains. It is upon this, in addit"ion to 
the discussion in previous sections of this document. that the case for significant sustainable growth in Amersham is 
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set. and the sustain ability of the sites in question is further evident. 6.3.0 January 2016 Draft Housing and Economic 
Land Availability Assessment 6.3.1 Owing to the established need to bring sites out of the Green Belt for the delivery of 
residential development around Amersham itself. the following analysis of the January 2016 Draft HELAA demonstrates 
the suitability of the land at Raans Rd for favourable inclusion in future revisions of the document. 6.3.2 The site in 
question (HELAA ref. CD0137) was rejected at Stage 1 'Site I Broad Location [dentification·. for the following reason: 
Green Belt Site - Not PDL (Previously Development Land). The Council's justification for rejections made on this basis is 
as follows: "The NPPF identifies these sites slJOuld only be developed in very special circumstancos. A separate Green 
Belt Assessment is being carried out. to consider parcels of land against the purposes of the Green Belt. Any site 
currently within the Green Belt will be identified as being unsuitable at this stage. If the Green Belt Assessment 
identifies the site performs poorly in terms of the Green Belt functions. or options are taken forward after testing. they 
will then be subsequenlly assessed through the HELAA process for their development potential. II 6.3.3 At the present 
stage. the methodology for the Green Belt Assessment has been published and the site in question forms (as part of a 
wider Green Belt Parcel) part of this assessment process. However. it is acknowledged that the current draft form of 
the HELAA rejects Green Belt sites in accordance with the rationale set out above. As such at this stage particular sites 
in Amersham, and some in neighbouring Little Chalfont. that have been initially determined to be Suitable. Available 
and Achievable have been assessed. as set out in Appendix A. It is considered that each of these have a number of 
shortcomings and though it is not suggested that they warrant rejection. it is therefore asserted that they l1lllSl be 
accompan ied by appropriate sites to form extensions to the built area. The land at Raans Rd is one of these sites. 6.4.0 
Built Area Extension Options and Green Belt Assessment 6.4.1 As set out previously. the consultation document has 
identified a number of current Green Belt sites that are 'Built Area Extension Options'. These extension options have 
been identified 1n the Green Belt Assessment currently being undertaken by Arup. introduced in the previous section, 
and form part of land parcels 22b. 23a. 30 and 31. Summaries of their assessment by Amp in addition to our own 
comments are set out in Appendix B. The site in question forms a sman portion of Green Belt Land Parcc\22a. 6.4.2 
Appendix B establishes that the areas of Green Belt that the consultation document moots as Built Area Extension 
Options are not considered to be wholly suitable for this purpose. Although some areas playa limited functional role as 
part of the Green Belt it is clear that they each have other overriding constraints (falling in Flood Zones. the AONB or 
threatening heritage assets and the historic value of Old Amersham) which prevent their realistic inclusion in Built Area 
Extensions going forward. Their relative unsuitability is highlighted further when compared to the land to which this 
document relates. t4 6.4.3 The site at Raans Rd forms the small part of Green Belt Land ParCel22a that is closest to the 
existing built-up area of Amersham, and when taking into account the Green Belt role played by the site it is crucial to 
acknowledge this difference in scale. In this regard Appendix C sets out an assessment of the Green Delt role played by 
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just the Detjeman Park site, and establishes the aspects of Green belt function in which this difference is most evident. 
6.4.4 In relation to the wider parcel 22a, Arup's initial findings note that it is characterised by open fields and 
agricultural uses, but that its openness is diminished by its topography, and, as Appendix C highlights, this is especially 
so in the case of the site in question due to its position directly adjacent to an industrial estate. As a result of this and 
other factors established within Appendix C, it is evident that views through or out of the site are severely restricted. 
6.4.5 In addition to this the part of the site that forms the essential gap between Amersham and Little Chalfont is 
highlighted. In accordance with the development potential set out in section 2 of this document, the development 
proposed would not project into the essential gap but would be limited to the extent of Amersham's built-up area that 
ends approximately in line with the petrol filling station and The Pomeroy Inn on White Lion Rd. This would make the 
gap permanent through the creation of public open space and community sport facilities. As set out in Appendix C, in 
light of this it is asserted the development potential described would not cause undue harm to the Green Belt function 
of the site or wider parcel 22a, and further demonstration of this, and the fact that the land in question is preferable as 
a Built Area Extension to those mooted by the consultation document, is summarised in the following concluding 
section. 7.0 Conclusjons 7.1 Throughout this document the need to deliver Green Belt sites to form Built Area 
Extensions has be demonstrated. This is particularly the case around the highly sustainable prinCipal Chiltern 
settlement of Amersham, and in light of this both sites in question have been clearly shown to be suitable to contribute 
towards the sustainable fulfilment of these Development Needs when delivered in conjunction. Following from section 
6.4.0, and similarly to the Built Area Extension Option sites, the proposed development area at Raans Rd plays a 
negligible role as part of the functional Green Belt. It relates well to the existing settlement and when developed in the 
manner proposed has the ability to form a strong and permanent Green Buffer to both prevent the coalescence of 
Amersham and Little Chalfont and deliver Green Belt-compatible community facilities. However, in contrast to the 
other BAED sites, the land in question docs not suffer from any flood risk issues; it does oot present any potential 
threat to heritage assets; and it docs..nol form part of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 7.3 It is on this basis, 
therefore, that the land is submitted for consideration in relation to the consultation document; and it is on this bnsis 
that its suitability to form a Built Area Extension is asserted in the strongest terms. 

Rep3989 Mrs 
Susan 
Marshall 

We moved to Stoke Poges 18 months ago because we wanted to live in a village.in a rural and green environment. We 
had previously lived in Beaconsfield which, when we moved there 45 years ago, was a sleepy small town . Alas, this has 
now all gone owing to infill building and the whole character of the place has changed. I was therefore horrified when I 
picked up The Stoke Poges magazine to find out that the strip of land bounded by West End Lane, Elizabeth Way,Rogers 
Lane and Grays Park Road is proposed for removal from the Green Belt. I thought that the purpose of the Green Belt 
land was to stop the unrestricted sprawl of built up areas. If these parcels of land are released then we shall eventually 
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become part of a neighbouring town, in this case Slough. Stoke Poges is an Historic village, going back centuries, and 
we must preserve this very special place. This parcel of land is enjoyed by the people who live in the village for walking, 
and it would be a tragedy if it were to be urbanised, ruining what is a very pleasant community. 

Rep3990 
Lynda 
Browning 

 I am on holiday outside of the UK and have only just been made aware of the 2014- 2036 planning proposals. Due to 
being away on holiday it is not possible for me to digest all of the literature and information available and so this is 
limited response. However, I would appreciate if you would ensure I am placed on any mailing list which exists in 
relation to these planning issues so as to be able to be notified of any developments. I understand the land at Farnham 
Park playing fields may be considered for residential development. I am strongly opposed to any such development of 
this site. Parsonage Lane is a narrow lane which is already over utilised by traffic and to place the burden of increased 
housing on land adjacent to this lane seems nonsensical to me given the already over utilised other roads adjacent to 
this site being Park Road and Beaconsfield Road. Development of this land would remove the only piece of public open 
land in an otherwise over populated area and would make Farnham Common lose any sense of identity as a thriving 
village. Thank you in advance for taking the time to include my response in the "opposition to development of Farnham 
Park playing fields". 

  

Rep3991 Mr 
John 
Hannacher 
Summerleaze 

I am concerned that the necessary infrastructure has not been considered to accompany the Local Plan, I am thinking 
about things such as school places, doctors' surgeries, transport links both public and other which are an essential part 
of any development if the local area is not to be overwhelmed affecting the quality of life for all residents. 

  

Rep3992 Mrs 
Kay Wilde 

We object to the release of green belt in Area 15 Botley & Ley Hill. As a result of land is constantly being released, the 
local roads, schools, transport systems and general infrastructure can not cope with the emerging new developments, 
it puts great strain on the existing infrastructure. Not only that the wildlife is inhibited/damaged or even destroyed. The 
local residents move to areas such as Ley Hill and Botley to live in a village environment, if new developments are 
permitted there will not be any small communities left. 

  

Rep3993 Mrs 
Susan O'Neill 

I wish to register my objection to the removal of Green Belt Status of various parcels of land on the Chesham Local 
Plan, in particular Parcel 15. Whilst I appreciate that new housing is required, I cannot see how building on Green Belt 
Land will benefit the area. Open countryside is important for the wellbeing of residents of all walks in life. We are 
already losing much of the local area to HS2. The only people who will benefit are the developers. In addition, the local 
schools and infrasructure are already overcrowded. It beggars belief that the old College in Lycrome Road was 
destroyed to make way for new housing and now it is proposed to add to this, without any provision for new schools. 

  

Rep3995 Mr 
John Purr 

NO to building on Green Belt land!!!! NO to building on 2 fields next to Westwood Park!!!! our village is already well 
populated and the surgery and school are struggling with services. where would all these people go and how will the 
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narrow streets cope with the influx of heavy traffic? THIS MUST NOT HAPPEN - NO TO BUILDING ON GREEN BELD AND 
NO TO BUILDING ON THE FIELDS ON STONY LANE, LITTLE CHALFONT!!!!!!! 

Rep3996 Miss 
Joanna 
Robbins 

I would like to state that I object to the development plans for the Chalfont st Giles meadow known as stone meadow 
and the area around Gerrards Cross Golf Club. These are the reasons for my objection 1. Lack of infrastructure The 
A413 is already congested especially in rush hour and a significant injection of resource would be required for life to be 
tolerable. Already there is insufficient parking and schools in the area. 2. The area sits within a flood plain This could be 
extremely detrimental for families. Building only increases flooding risk and new residents would struggle to get 
insurance 3. Gerrards Cross Golf Club provides a needed amenity and is affordable for local people. It is an area of 
outstanding beauty and there should be other alternatives. 4. I would support modest developments of affordable 
homes for hard working families but the proposed developments will only be affordable to the wealthy. 

  

Rep3997 Mrs 
Tracy Fahey 

To Whom it may concern, I am writing to state my objections to the planned development to take place in Little 
Chalfont. As a resident of Latimer who regularly uses the facilities in little Chalfont including my children attending the 
football club that operates at Westwood Park, I am very concerned by what the proposals will mean for the future. I 
understand that more affordable housing must be created to accommodate the growing population but it must not be 
done at the expense and quality of life of people who already reside here. I am aware that many local opposition 
groups have formed arguments regarding the impacts that such a development will make on our local area and I would 
like to state that I am in full agreement with all their points.  

  

Rep3999 Mrs 
Joanne Lester 

Q2. Green Belt parcel 47B is highly inappropriate because it is green belt, was not recommended by ARUP and is 
alongside a road which is currently riddled with serious potholes and often very congested as it is used by many parents 
driving their child/ren to schools. Q3. None that I am aware of except for the area around Wapseys Wood. Q9. We do 
not agree with the needs assessment with regard to gypsies, travellers and showpeople as it seems excessive. Q13. I 
agree with this proposal. Generally, I have found this Consultation Document to be extremely complicated and time-
consuming. The other documentation involved is not always easy to understand for the layperson and it would have 
been much easier if the whole issue could have been broken down into smaller segments rather than lumped together 
in one-offputting process. I also do not understand why it is necessary for Green Belt land to be even considered for 
building when, at the current rate of planning applications, it appears that the necessary homes will be constructed 
within the next 20 years, ie, the lifespan of the Local Plan. 

  

Rep4000 Mr 
Kevin Brown 

I would like to make an objection to the building of residential dwellings on Quill Hall Farm. Access to this area is 
limited and it would be difficult to accommodate increased traffic. the loss of green fields would be a severe detriment 
to the local environment. 
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Rep4001 Mr 
Neil 
Richardson 

Please accept the following comments as representations in response to the above. Para 2.3 : It is noted that it is 
accepted that South Bucks partly falls within a Berkshire HMA. It is reasonable to expect housing pressures to be 
present in South Bucks generated by its proximity to the Thames Valley and London. It follows that some provision for 
housing growth and allocations need to be made in SBDC area. Para 3.7 recognises the gap between need and 
development supply which underlines the need for Green Belt releases in SBDC area. Q4 . And para 4.5 : No provision 
for built up area extension to Burnham unrealistic and allowance for this needs to be made. Nearly 30 of respondents 
to previous consultation supported extensions to settlements as an appropriate development strategy. Para 4.7: The 
Green Belt review is welcomed including the detailed review of inner Green Belt boundaries under Option G. Under 
appendix 7 a new policy should also be introduced recognising that from time to time there will be anomalies in Green 
Belt boundary definition which should allow for a pragmatic interpretation in such circumstances. Option C should 
include testing of built up area extensions of Burnham. Option H should also be progressed with further consultation to 
take place on appropriate areas where such a policy should apply. Q 5 &6: Extensions of built up areas of main and 
secondary settlements to be progressed with Burnham seen as a suitable area for further housing allocations. Para 
4.15: Would be pleased to participate in further assessment of land to be removed from the Green Belt. Q15: See 
comments above under para 4.7. A policy of infilling in Rows of Development in the Green Belt is supported as means 
of promoting variety in housing stock and providing an area of transition between built up areas and truly rural 
environments. I would be pleased to make / add further comments as part of the next stages of this emerging Local 
Plan and look forward to hearing from you in due course.  

  

Rep4004 Mr 
Frederick Felix 

At aprox. ten years ago I purchased two plots of land at Lodge Lane Little Chalfont title number BM284234 Plots 27 & 
54 albeit under closer inspection I should have given the matter much more consideration. However this is the 
situation that we are currently faced with. This could prove to provide a positive outcome for the council and people of 
the community as well as being able to meet government targets which is as we all know only going to get even more 
strict with also constantly changing planning laws. This said I feel that we are facing bright and very good prospects for 
development of this site as I feel this site is in a very good location for development being directly located next to 
established properties. This site is in a prime location. I would in the most strongest terms request that you give 
maximum consideration and allow development of housing on this well placed land. I understand that there are and 
will be many vital and important issues to consider but with for example the governments new eco friendly housing 
development zones this is a great opportunity to meet housing need for the area and your targets which I understand 
have been low. I understand that the current plots/plan arrangements for the land may not meet the councils needs 
but I am sure that all the current landowners can and will be happy to discuss this with the council and come to an 
agreed plan for the land and property to be sighted there. I am in full support I understand that there will be much 
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backlash with the local community about matters relating to house building but you must at the end of the day 
consider what is more important. Is it having barron waterlogged green grass for many years to come sitting idle or is it 
giving women children and families the security of a vital and important home for many years to come and also 
providing vital tax revenue for the community. This is a great opportunity to develop the community as well as meeting 
the government very strict targets My vote is a big yes. Please allow planning on the site.  

Rep4005 Mr 
Michael Fahey 

I am in complete objection to the proposed plans. As a regular visitor to Westwood park and a man who loves walking 
the beautiful countryside, I think that the plans to build in Little Chalfont are absurd and would ruin this wonderful 
AONB. I understand that more affordable housing is needed, but not where it will destroy the enjoyment of others like 
me who need these areas for recreation and relaxation. I am concerned that the proposed will remove the care-free 
feel from the area and and all the community activities that take place. 

  

Rep4006 Mr 
Neil Goldsmith 
Nathaniel 
Lichfield & 
Partners on 
behalf of The 
Cairn Group 

Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners (NLP) act on behalf of The Cairn Group in respect of the Bellhouse Crowne Plaza Hotel, 
Oxford Road, Beaconsfield. The Cairn Group supports the Council’s position of agreeing to undertake a review of the 
Green Belt. The Bellhouse Hotel is located within the Green Belt and falls within ‘General Area 54’ as defined within the 
Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment (GBA), prepared as part of the Evidence Base for the Chiltern and South Bucks 
Local Plan 2014-2036. General Area 54 is a large swathe of Green Belt (476.5 ha in total) located to the south-east of 
Beaconsfield and the west of Gerrards Cross. The large parcel of land 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 GBA concludes that the entire expanse of General Area 54 should not be recommended for 
further consideration in terms of Green Belt release. The Bellhouse Hotel site is located approximately 3.5km to the 
east of Gerrards Cross built up area and 4.3km north west of the built up area of Beaconsfield. A Landscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment (LVIA) has been prepared by NLP to accompany a recent planning application relating to extensions 
and additional bedroom accommodation at the Bellhouse Hotel (Application Ref: 15/01064/FUL). The LVIA highlights 
that the Bellhouse Hotel site is enclosed by dense woodland to the west and south-west boundaries. The character of 
the site is dominated by the existing buildings and is in a location where the visual receptors have a lower sensitivity to 
visual change. The existing hotel site is previously developed land and as such, the site already has an urban character. 
Importantly, the existing site is also located in close proximity to an expansive landfill site which, as acknowledged in 
the GBA, creates an "urbanising influence on the landscape and reduces its sense of openness". The GBA concludes 
that the land parcel is "spoilt" by the landfill site. Having considered the GBA, we request that General Area 54 is 
reconsidered, in part, for proposed release from the Green Belt. Specifically, all of the land associated with the landfill 
site and the existing built development of the Bellhouse Hotel and associated car parking should be considered for 
Green Belt release in the next stage of the emerging Local Plan. Releasing this section of land from the Green Belt 
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would allow for sensitive and appropriate development close to the existing settlement of Gerrards Cross and 
Beaconsfield. Furthermore the release of this land would not detract from the open nature of the remaining land in 
General Area 54 or the contribution of this land to the purposes of the Green Belt i.e. it would for instance continue to 
play the role of restricting the sprawl of urban areas, preventing neighbouring towns merging etc. We trust the above 
comments will be taken into account in the next stage of the Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan as well as 
the future stages of Green Belt Review and Assessment. 

Rep4007 Mr 
James Benn 

Strong objection to the release of greenbelt land at Holmer Green - "A gateway to disaster" I write in response to the 
above to raise the strongest possible objections to the above proposal at Holmer Green. Firstly, other that the Local 
Parish Council (who are also opposed to this development) very few residents are aware of the proposals specifically to 
do with Holmer Green. None of the press coverage has mentioned that such a major part of Holmer Green is due to be 
released or specifically which site/sites in question within the village are involved. It is only yesterday that I spoke to 
half a dozen or so residents, NONE of which know anything about this. So, in short I expect there to be minimal 
objections from the residents of Holmer Green. In future I feel this needs to be highlighted more as otherwise it gives 
an unbalanced view of voters views. Secondly, the land in question is made up of several parcels of land; the first is that 
of the temporary travellers site on the left (west corner of Earl Howe Road) - with the siting/housing of caravans and 
mobile homes, NO permanent buildings and all albeit temporary, low level and removable within the greenbelt and 
AONB. The Travellers are here (until an alternative site can be found for them by Chiltern District Council). Further 
north, but still to the west of Earl Howe Road are a small orchard and a smallholding, all of which ARE in Holmer Green 
and accessed from Earl Howe Road. The larger proportion of this proposed greenbelt release is that of Skimmers 
Orchard - the former Cherry orchards, sadly now virtually all cut down and includes the land known as One Hundred 
Penny Acres. This is the primarily a large expanse of open greenbelt and AONB fields that runs from the Amersham 
Road some considerable distance right upto the village perimeter/ residential curtilage which borders the rear of 
Orchard Park/Cherry Tree Way and primarily Skimmers Field (the latter being an ex local authority housing estate), but 
looking south has the most amazing backdrop of the historic and protected ancient woodland 'Penn Woods'. However 
the whole basis of this submission/proposal by Chiltern District Council is that this land (that of Skimmers Orchard - not 
the travellers/small orchard or small holding fronting Earl Howe Road) is in fact in the village of HAZLEMERE, please see 
the attached title deeds (BM192005) for Skimmers Orchard Farm, Inkerman Hill, HAZLEMERE, HP15 7JH, albeit it is in 
Chiltern District Councils boundary and adjoins the village of Holmer Green at Skimmers Field and by the land described 
fronting Earl Howe Road- but clearly is NOT in the village of Holmer Green and should NOT be promoted as such. 
Regardless of the village status this vast stretch of greenbelt and AONB land is promoted as having the potential to be 
released for development in coming years. The area to the immediate left of Skimmers Orchard Farm/Penny Acres is 
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again also in the village of Hazlemere but the district border changes immediately to Wycombe District Council on the 
land adjacent to Skimmers Orchard. This adjacent land, other than half a dozen cottage/farmhouses included the 
former Orchard End Riding Stables, Inkerman Hill, Hazlemere and adjacent former Orchard Country Club (The Orchard 
Nightclub, later renamed Orchard Reloaded) plus surrounding greenbelt countryside, this land backs onto another large 
chunk of greenbelt at Tralee Farm, which is again is in Wycombe District Council (Owned by Bryant Homes) all of which 
would be under enormous threat, should Chiltern District Council try and release any part of the site they call Holmer 
Green, but we now know as Hazlemere. Numerous attempts to develop this adjacent green belt land have until now 
failed to safeguard. The land including that of Skimmers Orchard Farm is a very important greenbelt ribbon separating 
the separate and defined settlements of Hazlemere and Holmer Green and in particular stopping the sprawl' of High 
Wycombe. Chiltern's proposal if approved will potentially open the flood gates for the immediately adjacent land (as 
described above) Please see attached Wycombe District Council's officers report for the most recent refusal of consent 
to develop a small part of this adjacent land with 14 houses Wycombe District Council 05/06086/OUT (for 26 
dwellings). Wycombe District Council 05/06086/OUT (for 21 dwellings). Wycombe District Council 05/06086/OUT (for 
14 dwellings). Please also see the plan for the next piece of land beyond this owned by Bryant Homes (Tralee Farm, 
accessed off Dean Way, Off Wycombe Road, Holmer Green) and the site plan. Let's not be fooled by the proposed 
release of land being stand alone at Holmer Green/Hazlemere by Chiltern District Council, the plan/submission 
documentation is misleading as does NOT show the adjacent western greenbelt land in Wycombe District Councils 
boundary, which is grossly misleading. If the two adjacent sites were developed in addition to that proposed by Chiltern 
District, the number of new dwellings collectively would exceed 2,000 home which is an extraordinary amount of 
property for such a rural setting (more like a small town). Chiltern District Council should be considering the impact on 
Wycombe District Council's adjacent green belt land. I feel that the Bus route supporting documentation in misleading 
as the land for release by Chiltern has no public bus route serving the site, or indirectly passing by it as the bus routes 
run through the centre of Holmer Green village - therefore the nearest bus route is some 1/2 a mile away. The local 
doctors surgery is nearly one mile away and is under threat of closure, as the practice may look to amalgamate their 
practice in High Wycombe with that of Holmer Green and local shops and schools are all some distance away. 
Therefore as the documentation supplied by Chiltern District Council suggests, this proposed released site would be 
heavily reliant on car dependency, to get anywhere locally they need. Again, I believe this highlights why this site is 
unsuitable for redevelopment. The local schools are struggling for places and certainly could not provide hundreds 
more for any new housing estate. If it is decided that Holmer Green (Not Hazlemere as currently proposed) should have 
further housing within the greenbelt, there are other better sites on the outskirts of the village that would have less 
impact. These are: The Old Orchard (access drive is adjacent to 59 Watchet Lane, Holmer Green) hidden from view, 
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nearer to local schools and bus routes and would not be a blight on the approach to Holmer Green as with the current 
proposals. Holmer Green Farm, Penfold Lane (and accessed from Featherbed Lane), Holmer Green, currently derelict 
for the last 6 years - discussions have been held re turning the site into a golf club with club housing and new housing 
where the large agricultural barns are. Adjacent to this is another derelict site The former Poultry Farm, Wrights Yard, 
Featherbed Lane, Holmer Green. Also, opposite this, former Holmer Green roofing storage yard and derelict orchard 
land, please see appendix of photographs. These would all be better sites than those currently proposed by Chiltern. 
More discussion on proposed sites of greenbelt suitable for release should be asked to be put forward by Little 
Missenden Parish Council. Furthermore, derelict land at the end of the cul-de-sac Gurneys Meadow, Holmer Green and 
finally just over the border from Holmer Green into Great Kingshill, along Spurlands End Road is various industrials site 
and houses with large gardens and all within the greenbelt, with potential for further housing. If this potential release 
of land at Holmer Green/Hazlemere by Chiltern District uses the Amersham Road/A404 to define the boundary it will 
set a dangerous precedent. Hedged can only be conditioned for up to 5 years, over time houses remove them. 
Currently driving from Amersham, passing Woodrow, Mop End then Beamond End to then get to Earl Howe Road at 
Holmer Green, is a visual and valuable greenbelt corridor than separates the hamlets and village settlements, to the 
south is the historic and ancient woodland - Penn Woods, which is seen as a backdrop for the proposed site. To the 
north, Holmer Green village settlement can be seen 1/3rd mile back from the Amersham Road, surrounded by 
greenbelt countryside. The village has greenbelt countryside to ALL four side, except the corner where it joins with 
Sawpit Hill at Hazlemere - and this is exactly the sprawl we as residents are trying to avoid. If the left side (west) is 
released as proposed, it will put tremendous pressure to then release the opposite side of the road from Earl Howe 
Road as far as Sheepcote Dell Road at Holmer Green/Beamond End. The front part of the Skimmers Orchard Farm site 
(in the field adjacent to Penny Acres, where the go karts use to race, has already been sold off to a .com company 
cashing in on selling greenbelt plots to greedy investors and is registered in hundreds of pieces to a Dubai company. 
This is the same for the entire East side of Earl Howe Road on the greenbelt fields as far as Beamond End. As you 
approach Holmer Green along Amersham, Road and then Earl Howe Road, the symmetry would be completely wrong, 
you cannot develop one side of the road, leaving the other (albeit it is CURRENTLY open and without so many hedges, 
but things change!) There would be houses right up to the Amersham Road and as mentioned over time any hedges 
will disappear and just show a sprawl of housing. In future years this will then be used as a leaver to build across the 
other side, join Holmer Green up to the Amersham Road/A404 entirely. Even in part by what is proposed will change 
the whole look of Holmer Green and it's approach and will finally join Holmer Green irreversibly to Hazlemere, 
something that the greenbelt policies were put into stop and defies the entire policy. The approach would look more 
like an out of town housing estate that you would find on the outskirts of High Wycombe or Aylesbury not a small semi-
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rural village like Holmer Green. Should it be absolutely necessary to develop the site at Holmer Green (looking at 
Chilterns proposals there are far better sites e.g. those at Little Chalfont, on bus routes, close to shops/doctors and 
more importantly train services) then the villages future needs have to be considered. Could Chiltern District Council 
please keep a record that Holmer Green would need the following public facilities in the village needs new outdoor 
sports recreation with further football pitches and rugby, there are currently NO rugby pitches, skate park for 
teenagers, doctor's surgery/medical centre, a new scout hut with outside space for scouting activity's and storage 
building for minibus, canoes, equipment and father Christmas float, new youth club again with outside space, (the 
latter two have limited leases on buildings in Holmer Green that they do not open), a new children's playground with 
zip wire, to replace equipment lost at Skimmers Field / Copners Drive. A dedicated children's nursery building and most 
importantly a new cemetery, as the village Church burial yard is up to capacity as many now are. Should this land be 
released - does this mean the showmen/travellers are free to sell their site to developers and move to yet another 
piece of greenbelt countryside? What guarantees are offered to us? How far has Chiltern got as allocated specific sited 
for the travellers/showmen - some of the sited I have proposed above, could be earmarked for them elsewhere. Please 
do not put this land in Holmer Green (Hazlemere) forward for release for all the above reasons. Please find appendix of 
photographs and documents attached. Reluctantly I would prefer option C with this proposed plan, I accept a need for 
new housing, but not at the harm to the greenbelt that this proposal offers. 

Rep4008 Mr 
Chris Woolley 

Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, 
on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint 
Local Plan process? There are too many national infra structure project which will affect Iver Parish. (M4 Smart 
MotorwaY, Langley HS2 depot, WRAtH, Heathrow 3rd runway etc.) So until these are all finished there should be no 
premature decisions about developments in the Parish and this should be included in the New Local Plan. Question 2: 
Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be 
deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? I don’t know about deliverability but I don’t think 
further sites should be added. 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? I am not aware of any such sites. 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. The current situation in the Parish of Iver is 
unsustainable so locally we should do all that we can to safeguard our environment. Because of the quantity of traffic 
we have air quality is poor in all areas of the parish. Noise and congestion also contribute to personal stress levels. 
Question 5: What spatial strategy option or options do you think the councils should consider and what should be the 
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priority order? Are there any other spatial strategy options that the Joint Plan should consider and why? There should 
be no development in the Parish of Iver until the proper local infrastructure is in place. (relief roads etc.) We have seen 
how short term decisions can be disastrous in the long term. (Building on the corridor of land which had been reserved 
for a relief road for A412 – Church Road Iver Heath. ) Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options 
generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options? Brownfield sites in Thorney Lane 
South could be used for housing development, especially affordable. This would have a two fold advantage, no HGVs 
and new affordable homes. Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in 
Chiltern/South Bucks? How do you determine ‘unmet need’, it depends if you are a developer or a conservationist!!! 
Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? 
Developers should not be allowed the excuse of not making a profit on affordable housing. We have seen too many 
examples of this in Iver Parish e.g. Norfolk Place, Love Green Lane. Question 9: Do you have any comments on the 
above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? No. Question 10: How do you think 
the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable 
needs? Not the way L&Q have ben allowed to close Tower House in Iver Nad Mead House in Iver Heath. Theses should 
both be kept as elderly sheltered accommodation. Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for 
example views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and 
community? The conservation area in Iver around the Church should be maintained and guarded. There are several old 
houses that should also be preserved eg. Iver Grove, Iver Lodge. In Iver Heath St Margaret’s Church. Also The Parkway 
and Pinewood are areas of attractive housing which should not be allowed to radically alter. Question 12: Are you 
aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset 
important locally? No but I am sure there are some! 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. No but we must 
keep those we have. Iver Recreation Ground must be preserved as it is. Question 14: Do you have any nominations for 
Local Measures? We must have the Iver Neighbourhod Plan implemented. Question 15: Do you have a view on the 
scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7. Iver Parish Council should be consulted about the appropriate 
implementation of plans which affect it’s area. Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? Complete oversight of all factors to ensure 
sustainable development. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account 
in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new 
Joint Local Plan will need to address? Development should not be undertaken in the Parish of Iver until all the 
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Infrastructure proposals have been completed. We need to strengthen the protection of our Green Belt. Once 
developed it is lost for ever.  

Rep4009 Ms 
Jo Scott 

Response on the Local Plan I understand there maybe be need for increased provision of housing stock however in 
regard to Gerrards Cross specific concerns over the sites identified and the impact that the extent of the development 
on local amenities make the Plan as it stand unviable. I set out below answers to the specific questions raised in the 
Plan. Q1: The HEDNA development needs are based on estimations of population growth which is principally driven by 
migration. Clearly these estimates are highly variable as noted in the Atkins report. Hence it is quite feasible that the 
level of proposed development is too extensive before considering additional factors. Further given the detail, nature 
and complexity of the documentation produced to support the Local Plan (the Arup report is not yet been included on 
the website) the time for local interest parties to review is far too short and should be reviewed so that a proper 
detailed consultation process can be undertaken. Q2 I understand that ARUP have commented in depth on the 
proposed sites and have concluded that 4 out of 5 sites are not suitable. The Arup’s report is not included in the 
document list, but it would suggest there are serious concerns over the choice of sites. This document needs to be 
released and the points it makes reviewed and addressed. Q3 Given the concerns over the existing sites identified (see 
Q2 above) it would seem inappropriate at this point to review additional locations. Q4 I answer this question 
specifically in regard to Gerrards Cross. Local amenity and infrastructure provision in Gerrards Cross is already 
stretched. Increasing housing provision would clearly add to these concerns. Further traffic flows and car parking within 
the town is at peak time close to capacity. Increasing the housing provision would increase the environmental impacts 
resulting in negative externalities for both new and existing residents. Q5. I suspect that the economics of zoning 
additional land for employment use would result in a lack of development. Q6: I believe Parcel 47b and 69 were 
rejected by Arup - which in itself provides reasons for review. I believe Parcel 57a and 57b are located on a flood plain. 
Q7 Generally I am principally concerned with the likely increase in demand that new housing will bring to a fixed level 
of local services. As we stand those services are stretched and the plan does not address these issues. Q8 Councils need 
to balance the needs of new housing with the level of existing services they provide. Q9 As Q8 Q10 as Q8 Q11 The 
heritage of the local areas is interlinked with the countryside and this has been maintained partly as a result of the 
Green Belt policy. The erosion and conversion of Green Belt land to other uses will significantly alter the area and 
detract from our sense of place and community. 

  

Rep4010 Clare 
Windsor 

Qu 1 I am not happy with the proposal to develop land adjacent to the A355 to extend the built up area of 
Beaconsfield. The view of open countryside and the amenity of the local footpaths would be spoilt. It would remove 
the semi-rural setting of the town. I am also concerned that the extensive developments being contemplated will not 
be adequately supported by suitable infrastructure, parking, school places etc. Qu2 There are more than enough areas 
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being proposed for redevelopment - estimating on the plan you seem to already be proposing a c.25% increase in the 
area of the town - to which I strongly object. In particular, I am not happy with the proposal to develop land adjacent to 
the A355 to extend the built up area of Beaconsfield. The view of open countryside and the amenity of the local 
footpaths would be spoilt. It would remove the semi-rural setting of the town. I am also concerned that the extensive 
developments being contemplated will not be adequately supported by suitable infrastructure, parking, school places 
etc. Qu3. Please do not reduce the spaces we have for sports and leisure. Qu 4 We should protect the character of our 
town, its semi-rural nature, its beautiful older buildings and we should protect it from intensification. As the current 
custodians of such an attractive town, we should ensure the benefits are retained for those who come after us. Qu 5 1. 
Protect the areas of special character from intensification. We already have too much development, blocks of flats etc. 
Qu 6 There are more than enough areas being proposed for redevelopment - estimating on the plan you seem to 
already be proposing a c.25% increase in the area of the town - to which I strongly object. In particular, I am not happy 
with the proposal to develop land adjacent to the A355 to extend the built up area of Beaconsfield. The view of open 
countryside and the amenity of the local footpaths would be spoilt. It would remove the semi-rural setting of the town. 
I am also concerned that the extensive developments being contemplated will not be adequately supported by suitable 
infrastructure, parking, school places etc. 

Rep4012 Mrs 
Pauline 
Coppinger 

I am writing briefly on behalf of my neighbour, Pauline Coppinger, whose address details are on this online form. She 
has only just heard of this planning proposal and feels very strongly against it. She doesn't own a computer and will put 
her feelings in writing to you. 

  

Rep4013 Mrs 
Lorraine 
Booker 

I object to the submitted plans for housing and industrial units as firstly I think this will have a devasting impact on the 
local community and resources. At present there is no infrastructure to accommodate extra housing. Our GP services 
are overstretched, the local schools especially primary schools are struggling with lack of resources, the roads 
surrounding the proposed development are in a horrendous state with many cracked and large potholes which have 
been either left or not properly repaired. The other point to make in all of this is that a lot of these road are narrow and 
not suitable for an increase In traffic. I also disagree that green belt area, which is classed as an area of natural 
outstanding beauty should be destroyed for housing, surely there are more suitable sites. Traffic is already becoming a 
problem for this area and development will only add to this. Lastly habitats for wild life will be destroyed. 

  

Rep4014 Mrs 
Debbie 
Marsden 

Question 1 and 2- The proposed sites around Beaconsfield involve areas around Wilton Park already a development 
site of 350 homes, to the south of the Old Town and between the A40 and M40 out west towards Holtspur. An area of 
employment opportunity is suggested between the Pyebush roundabout on the east side of the dual carriageway and 
around and beyond the motorway service station There are 5 criteria when considering the value of Green Belt land. 
Developments in the areas around Wilton Park and south of the Old Town would directly impact on the setting of the 
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Old Town, a historic market town dating back to the 13th century. Here there are listed buildings, and the area is an 
area of Special Character, St Marys and All Saints Church graveyard is a biological notification site and close by there 
are AONB and ancient woodland. The suggested areas if used would reduce the buffer between surrounding 
developments of Seer Green, the A355 corridor and the busy noisy M40. The Green Belt areas around Beaconsfield 
stop urban sprawl, safeguard the countryside from encroachment and prevent the gradual merging of settlements. 
Green Belt maintains the 'openness' of the land contained within it. Wilton Park already a large development still 
retains areas of openness around the site including east towards Potkiln Lane. Likewise the south of the Old Town 
retains the buffer with the M40. The area between the A40 and M40 beyond Wycombe End could be good for 
development however the Core Policy 3.5.17 recommends minimising exposure to noise by directing housing away 
from major roads. Consultations pre Christmas 2015 assessed the planned relief road position. Directing the Relief road 
towards the Beaconsfield Golf course was argued to enable a buffer from the noise on the planned relief road and 
properties in Park Lane. The M40 is a motorway and very busy and would impact on residential properties if 
development were permitted between the A40 and M40. Impact of development in these semi rural Green Belt areas 
would result in loss of habitats, corridors needed for wildlife movement and damage to ancient woodlands that exist in 
the near vicinity. The suggested Employment area is in a potential area draining to Burnham Beeches a National Nature 
Reserve, Special area of Conservation and Site of Specific Scientific Interest. Waste and water services in this area are 
under strain as seen by recent floods and sewerage spills. Contamination by industry could be a risk. It is uncertain if 
employment of any kind is needed here. Research shows that the majority of the work force commutes out of the area. 
Only 1% is involved in rural employment in S Bucks. 45% of 19-59/64 year olds are qualified above NVQlevel4. This 
group of educated people mainly commute to London. A much higher than national number have start ups and 1% of 
working age people are self employed. Unemployment is low. There is a debate as to what employment would fit in 
this area of high land prices, employment that would not impact on the character of the Old town and surrounds, and 
would not draw traffic into an already congested area. These Green Belt areas also provide areas of open space which 
in the Bucks Infrastructure report states that the 3 districts have significant deficiencies in quality standard and quality 
and accessibility of open space provision. Development would reduce this provision further. Question 2 asks whether 
potential sites would be deliverable by 2036. Beaconsfield is under great pressure from the Wilton Park development 
of 350 houses. Anticipation is that development will be in sections over a protracted period, the construction of the 
relief road has already started. Further disruption to the town will occur as the Relief road construction is extended out 
of the Wilton Park site. Soon after completion it is expected that multiple lorries from HS2 will use the new road. The 
impact of heavy traffic along the narrow country A355 from Amersham will need further consideration and may result 
in town centre congestion . The notification flags along the A355 were removed before Christmas but informed locals 
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about possible disruption over the next 10 years from 2018 to 2028. However it is a reminder of the impact of wider 
projects. To impose more development around the Old Town during any of these projects would cause mayhem 
throughout Beaconsfield. The London End roundabout at present is rated as 13 of 19 of the most congested hotspots in 
the County (Local Transport Plan2) this is before development nearby starts. There must be a real chance that any 
further development in the areas suggested would not be possible before 2036. Question 3 Other possible sites are 
requested. The Townscape Character study 2010 and 2014 identified areas along Station road and Maxwell Road as 
areas for potential to change. It also suggested having robust policies in place to protect areas 1,2,6 and 8 on the 
included maps. These areas were the Penn Road and Ledborough Lane (the latter almost destroyed by development in 
the last 2 years) , Seeleys Estate, Gregories Road to Burkes Road and the Old Town These areas are recognised as areas 
of Special Character and should be protected by as many policies as needed to retain their Character. The Core Policy 
adopted 2011 for the time period up until 2026 specified that Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross were the 'Principal 
settlements' in South Bucks and would be the focus of most development. The anticipation was that most development 
would be in the first few years of the Policy and then development would reduce. It appears that this Local Plan 
consultation comes at the end of the intensive development period and now suggests a similar period of intensive 
development seemingly ignoring the period before. There has been great change and intensification along Station Road 
with multiple blocks of flats. Studio flat groups of 6 have been permitted above the shops on Wattleton Road plus a 
number of higher density infill, back land development and plot redevelopment (mentioned 3.3.2 Core Policy) which 
erode Beaconsfield’s Character. Have we not with the imminent Wilton Park had our fair share of development? The 
sports facilities rugby club, cricket club and proposed pitches for football at Wilton Park are just sufficient for the many 
teams who play regularly and these areas again should be protected to support the healthy recreation of inhabitants. 
Question 4 - I would contest point 3.7. Is there a need for more housing? HEDNA states that there has been very little 
change in population numbers since 2006. (3.56) and there will be little change before 2026. Paragraph 3.5 also 
suggests that the annual growth for all of South Bucks over the 25years 2012 - 2037 will be 320 households. We have 
just completed a period of intensification and now have 350 houses to be built at Wilton Park. Have we not had our fair 
share? Infrastructure is a major concern. The London end roundabout is the tip of the iceberg. Issues raised by 337 
responses received from local residents to the Core Strategy Emerging Approach consultation (March 2009). still apply. 
The existing pressure on local community infrastructure (particularly schools and health care facilities), would be made 
worse. Traffic congestion and the related impacts on quality of life would increase. Parking is a serious concern with 
safety around Wattleton Road schools, railway parking often at capacity and many commuters and office workers 
parking on residential streets and around the Old Town. New development is having an adverse impact on the 
character of our town. The Bucks Infrastructure Report details the poor facility condition and substandard and 
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unsuitable provisions in the Fire, Ambulance, Police, Mental Health and GP provision. Wycombe hospital no longer has 
an A&E department so access to emergency facilities from increased numbers of residents will put pressure on more 
distant hospitals whilst being of concern to the predicted older residents (see demographic changes below) due to time 
delays due to transport distances. Waste and sewerage disposal is a concern. This year there have been issues of 
flooding and sewerage leaks around Lakes Lane and Gregories Road. Question 5 and 6 - Review the Spatial Strategy 
Options. Developers have already been influential in many developments in Beaconsfield. This very lucrative area of 
the county receives many applications testing the |Policies already in place around the town. Blocks of flats now 
occupy large areas of Station Road, Grove Road and Gregories Road. These are at least walk able to the town centre 
and provide for the changing demographics in the town. However any more would erode the town’s character. 
Compared with the national average, the South Bucks population is already older, with more residents over 40 and 
fewer in their 20s and 30s. By 2026, the projections prepared in 2007 suggest there might be a 39% increase in those 
over 65, a 38% increase in those over 80 and an 18% reduction in those under 20. (Core Policy 2011). Areas of Special 
Character are essential to the quality of living and atmosphere in a town and once defined, as in Townscape Character 
studies recently completed 2014, should be preserved and protected with policies implemented robustly. Beaconsfield 
does require more affordable housing however this should be provided via Wilton Park where 40% of the 350 houses is 
expected to be affordable. The changing demographics is catered for by the Station Road flats and Sunrise living along 
with a new residential home in Knotty Green as well as established warden controlled, nursing and residential homes 
around Beaconsfield. Question 7 The evidence suggests that the need will be 320 homes per year over 20 years. 
Already with in Beaconsfield there are areas of intensification where one house has been replaced by two eg Howe 
Drive. These sites of less than 5 properties throughout South Bucks could provide a considerable number of the annual 
requirements. There are other areas like Wilton Park where there is planned large scale development eg Mill Lane and 
Pinewood. Question 8 Beaconsfield is one of the wealthiest areas in the country. Affordable here may not be 
recognised as affordable in other areas. Any constructed would require lifelong policies to retain its affordability. 
Recent application proposals in the area have used the service charge requirements alone to refrain from adding 
affordable housing to potential blocks of apartments preferring to donate funds. Affordable housing is needed for key 
workers working in the town. Question 9 There is already a site at Wapseys Wood. No case has been made for 
additional travellers pitches. Question 10 The need for older residential care has already been addressed by new 
developments for nursing and dementia care as well as warden controlled accommodation as well as flats. More 
concern is the NHS inclination to care in the community that anticipates supporting and treating people in their own 
home and the already voiced concerns about infrastructure and health provision. Question 11 Heritage is important to 
preserve the character of a place. Beaconsfield has a rich history in the Old Town of being a coaching and market town. 
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There is much interest supported by the number of residents belonging to the local History Societies and supporting 
the Local Archive Project. Recent destruction of certain buildings in Wilton Park brought dismay. However, with 
individual properties not in a historical townscape ie not within the Old Town the condition of the property and better 
examples of similar styles of properties locally should be taken in to account so with stand alone properties only the 
best examples are protected. Question 12 The Old Town buildings and facade are very important to the character of 
Beaconsfield. The areas of Special Character eg A frame houses of the Minchins, Seeleys estate houses, Penn Road and 
areas identified between Gregories and Burkes Road represent different time periods and their density of buildings and 
tree lined avenues characterise the town and area. Question 13 Knotty Green Recreation Ground and cricket club is 
now a well used playground and healthily over -subscribed cricket club. Ten years ago there was the potential it may be 
developed. Funds were raised and equipment installed and the area is now thriving with cricket players and families, 
Brownie and Guide meetings, pond dips as well as local resident usage on the play equipment, hard surfaced path and 
pitch for football, cycling, exercise classes and picnics. Malthouse Square and fitness trail next to the Guide hut and 
Holtspur recreation grounds next to a thriving Youth club are well used. Question 14 Vision for Beaconsfield was a local 
group of members from interested organisations and groups that recommended a variety of suggestions with potential 
ideas that may eventually form a Local Plan. Members of the Beaconsfield Town Council were also included. Question 
15 The Policies seem comprehensive. The requirement for infrastructure provision or donation towards infrastructure 
with construction is essential otherwise there are many small sites with no prerequisite to add to existing 
infrastructure. Basement developments around Beaconsfield alter watercourses affecting drainage and potentially 
encouraging the development of sink holes prevalent in this area of the Chilterns. Older properties neighbouring new 
builds may be affected. Question 16 Infrastructure is a big issue in Beaconsfield. Traffic and parking are repeated 
causes for concern (see above 337 responses to Core Strategy Emerging Approach consultation-March 2009, Questions 
asked of Beaconsfield Now attendees 2014) . Nursery school places (some 5year olds had to be taken by bus last year 
out of town as there were inadequate nursery places.) Water and waste provision is stretched with flooding in Lakes 
lane and drainage issues in Gregories Road 2014/15. Pot holes in Ledborough lane and other local roads. Increasing the 
council tax, creation of CIL and section 106 money are important to support community need. Section 106 provision 
has been used very successfully by out of county towns to create play areas following developments locally. 

Rep4015 Mr 
Rowland Buck 

I am writing to express my concern about the Consultation and the potential changes to the Green Belt around Little 
Chalfont. I appreciate that there is an urgent need to provide more housing in the locality and the South East of 
England generally due to increased population and changes in demographics. However, this should be first met by 
increasing housing densities in existing settlements and use of brownfield land. Taking land out of Green Belt for 
development should only be as a last resort. As regards the options map for the release of Green Belt my comments 

  The councils consider that 

options in the Green Belt need 

to be considered in addition to 

the opportunities that are 
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are: 1. Areas within the ANOB should be highly protected. I understand this covers the land to the East of Stony Lane. 
The land to the North of Chessfield Park should receive similar treatment as it is on the brow of the hill overlooking the 
Chess Valley a key part of the ANOB. 2. Infrastructure is lacking in other areas with narrow country lanes and on the 
Western side of Little Chalfont an already heavily oversubscribed primary school. 

available on brownfield sites. 

 

Rep4016 Mr 
Leon 
Csernohlavek 

Regarding the proposed development of an industrial estate on Nashleigh Hill Recreation Ground. Reasons for 
objection: Increased traffic on surrounding roads. Loss of recreation area which I regularly use with my children. The 
way this has not been publicised and how the adjacent roads have at no point been informed of the potential alteration 
of the immediate environment. 

  

Rep4017 Mrs 
Elizabeth 
Surkoviv 

Response to question1: Whilst it is difficult to trace the assertions in the HEDNA back to the raw data, it appears that 
the demmand is wrong by a factor of 10. I therefore disagree with the basic premise on need for the number of homes 
that the Council proposes. Response to question 2: It is important that where green field and green belt sites are 
selected that these do not offend the basic principle of the green belt. Response to question 5: The Council must 
recalculate their figures, I believe that based on the raw data, they are incorrect. I am opposed to option K. Given the 
nature of the area, notably in the Gerrards Cross to Missenden valley as well as extending to Beaconsfield, these are 
areas where people live and wish to enjoy the amenity of green spaces, not warehouse locations. Wellbeing has been 
clearly demonstrated to be linked to green spaces (cf Defra research). It is entirely inappropriate to start filling 
commuter towns with warehouses. Further, I would argue that the nature of commuter towns would mitigate against a 
good deal of further office space. Gerrards Cross has had an excess of office space that is now being turned in to 
homes. Options C, D and E may be possible. However, it requires actual PLANNING. This starts with the infrastructure. 
Where are the sewers, water, power, communication, road and rail going to be situated. Start with that. More homes 
cannot be bolted on to the existing infrasctructure. Further great care must be taken to consult with the EA. Response 
to question 6: There are areas of the Green Belt that are separating towns, these must be maintained. There are other 
areas on the plan that run on to motorways. Whilst this may be of little amenity value in terms of green space, it offers 
an indifferent home environment with high levels of air pollution that is currently contirbuting to 29,000 deaths per 
year in the UK. This would therefore also appear to be an unsuitable location for housing. I would be particularly 
opposed to the development along the A40 between GX and Beaconsfield. Response to question 7: As mentioned 
earlier, I believe your calculations are wrong. Further, I don't believe that the calculations have been made in regard to 
the population type of the local area. This is very different from other parts of the County. This would appear to be 
borne out by the suggested need for warehousing. There is not an average warehousing need across the country and 
yet this appears to be how it has been calculated. Response to question 8: Affordable housing is clearly needed. I am 
unclear what the Council is currently doing with the funds it raises from the current developments where it takes a fee 
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from developers. Response to Question 11: I am concerned that current planning in South Bucks shows no regard for 
the heritage of the town. I would wish to see a considerably enhanced approach to this aspect. Response to Question 
16: Any planned developments should start with the infrasctructure. This must be got right first. The risk and benefit 
should reside within the developers. Where they are wishing to develop at profit, that profit should be reduced by an 
infrasctructure charge. Additional points: I would ask that the planning team consider whatever final number of 
dwellings is deemed necessary are built over the entire period to 2036 and that building is backloaded to 2036. 
Demography studies have shown that the population is levelling and will decrease. If the Council play the longer game 
on housing numbers, it may well transpire that the numbers will be reduced. 

Rep4018 Mr 
Marcus Philip 

Development Needs in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts to 2036: 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. South Bucks is a large area. Transforming a village into a wider 
conurbation by building into the sites proposed would have a profound effect on the character of the village, demand 
for local services (particularly schools) and area given to recreation for everyone as well as preserves of nature. Little 
Chalfont is a rare balance of residential land and open space, these plans would destroy this outstanding village's 
character. Additional housing needs to be planned alongside additional transport and services. This village has had 
disproportionate expansion compared to neighbouring and much larger towns. 

  

Rep4019 Mr 
Andrew 
Wright 

I object to the loss of greenbelt land in Iver Heath especially with all the development and change underway with 
Pinewood Studios explanation.   

Rep4020 Jay 
Virdee 

Opposition to South Bucks District Council Green Belt Planning Stoke Poges As a resident in Stoke Poges, I write in 
connection with the above planning application. I have examined the plans and I know the site well. I wish to object 
strongly to the development of these houses in this location. Stoke Poges is a dispersed settlement where development 
proposals should be considered very carefully: infilling could ruin the character of the village while estate development 
would overwhelm it. The proposed siting of the development is particularly ill-considered: it is on a greenfield site used 
by many villagers for recreation and walking dogs. Healthy Living is a significant feature of the village. Plans to 'expand' 
Slough into the viallge would dimish the greenbelt areas that form a significant part of the village. They protect against 
spraw, merging of towns (in this case Slough which is Berkshire!), the traffic in and through Stoke Poges would be 
increased with great detriment to the village's 'quiet' nature this is appealing to me with progressive systemic lung 
disease - many residents in the village appreciate the calmness and green areas to improve their health and quality of 
life. Already with the Khalsa School subjected into the village by Slough Borough Council the village this has been 
significantly disrupted and personally this has caused me a great deal of stress. Especially with the increased traffic and 
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pollution. The green belt areas protect Stoke Poges and are boundaries to preserve historical and Internationally 
significant areas of Scientific Research. Stoke Poges is of great historical value particularly in reference to Thomas Gray. 
Stoke Poges's green areas home Great Britain's native animals, insects and reptiles - some of which I believe are a 
protected or endangered species. Any form of building development would diminish horticultural and animal species. 
The green belt areas of Stoke Poges have also featured in commercial and international films and documentaries. 
Building here would diminish the potential to film in 'quieter' green areas given the nearby Pinewood Studios. Stoke 
Poges is also a tourist attraction and where some of the world's biggest musicians and actors come to reside or hire 
when on tour. Losing the greenbelt to Slough will diminish the value and perception of Stoke Poges significantly. IF 600 
homes were to be built in the Stoke Poges greenbelt area, that would bring approximately 600-1200 cars into the area, 
approximately 600-1800 residents, this would change the nature of the village significantly as per the aforementioned 
points. I understand that the Parish Council share these concerns. I hope you will take my concerns seriously, I am only 
sorry I do not have the time to note all my points by the 5pm deadline today, but please do not take the greenbelt 
areas of Stoke Poges and merge them with Slough. I have considered the points below in relation to my objection and 
strongly oppose greenbelt development here in Stoke Poges: 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’. 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. The following NPPF policies could also be relevant to the Thomas Gray Memorial 
and the vistas and landscape that surround it and Stoke Poges Church: 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. 
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Rep4021 Mr 
Neil 
McCluskey 
Scouts Leader 
1st Chalfont St 
Peter Scouts 

I object strongly to the proposed development on the Mill Meadow site for a number of reasons: 1. 1st Chalfont St 
Peter Scout Group This serves to provide personal development to over 200 children aged 5 to 16 from the local village. 
The Scout Hut is located right next to Mill Meadow which serves as a based for many outdoor activities. Development 
on the site would result in the loss of the scout hut which would not be able to be relocated elsewhere with the same 
facilities and convenient location. 2. The playing fields at Mill Meadow serve Chalfont St Peter Academy and are vital in 
order that the school can continue to provide sports facility for the children there. Sports England advocate that all 
children should have available the opportunity for regular exercise and introduction to many sports fostering a healthy 
lifestyle and there is nowhere else for these children to use. 3. Chalfont St Peter Football Club again offers the chance 
for hundreds of children and adults to regularly play football both providing key exercise and a focal point for our 
community sports with many spectators enjoying matches. 4. The Community Centre has numerous regular groups 
using it's facilities every day as well as a nursery which operates daily. The car park is always overloading and this 
amazing venue provides so many opportunities particularly for the elderly in our village to meet and socialise. My 
children have attended the nursery which is thriving after 11 years. We also attend the local drama groups of St Peter's 
Players and Pedal as well as exercise classes and individual events/productions in the large hall. Where would all these 
activities take place. 5. Chalfont St Peter Tennis Club This is the local community tennis clubs which provides the 
opportunity for the scout group, the schools and many local residents both young and old to be involved a thriving 
sport. 6. Local beauty spot Many local residents walk by the side of the community centre, through Millenium Woods 
and along the Misbourne tow Chalfont St Giles often with their family, children and pets. Development on Mill Meadow 
would be a blight on the area's natural beauty which should be preserved as Green Belt land. 

  

Rep4022 Mr 
Charles Merry 
Director 
Conrad 
Strategic 
Partners Ltd 

Question 5 We support Options E, H and J Question 6 We do not consider it appropriate to add extensions to existing 
settlements without proper consideration of the impact of development on highways, transport, education and other 
services. The role of the Greenbelt as a buffer zone between settlements and/or important heritage assets is important 
and should not be eroded simply to meet housing targets. The area of Greenbelt to the south of Stoke Poges Village is 
an important feature of an area with significant heritage assets. This area should not be considered for removal from 
the Greenbelt. 

  

Rep4023 Mr 
Andy 
Boothroyd 

Question 1: Definitions - 15k houses and 15 hectares? Where have those numbers come from? They seem entirely 
incompatible with the AONB protections, which as I understand have the same protection status in law as the national 
parks under the National Planning Policy Framework 2012. As most of the Chiltern area is either AONB or already 
developed, how can any additional hectares, beyond a few patches here and there within areas already built on, be 
legally delivered? If they are being centrally proposed have these suggested numbers been queried, rejected and 
refused by our elected representatives? They go against national policy. - Green belt is also heavily protected, with 
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development only considered under 'very special circumstances'. How is the suggested use of greenbelt land in any 
way 'very special circumstances'? This is just the regular, day to day pressures on land that have existed since the green 
belts were introduced over 50 years ago, and is exactly what they are designed to prevent. By this use of the term 'very 
special circumstances' there will be no greenbelt land left in 50 years time. Question 2; Housing and Land Assessment: 
re: 3.2b. this seems unclear to me, does this suggest that even more areas may be suggested beyond the maps of 
Appendix 2? Question 4: The approach and objectives: - No I do not agree with the approach of the Joint Local Plan 
vision and objectives. 'Green belt protection should be being considered in the context of development needs' - the 
two things are completely incompatible. You either say 'This is the end of the Green Belt' or you protect it, chipping 
away at the edges is the same as saying - 'we are illegally ending the Chiltern green belt and AONB'. - 'restructuring of 
Chesham employment base', tell me more about this? The Chesham employment base seems pretty healthy to me, 
certainly in comparison to most areas in the UK, and I'm not sure how this justifies the near doubling of the size of the 
town. Why can this work not be achieved using the current footprint of the town, there are many areas that are 
underused and I've noticed many free warehouse spaces. I'd like to see the justification that says 'very special 
circumstances' and the effective end of the greenbelt and AONB policies that have prevented this beautiful area 
becoming yet more London sprawl like say Hillingdon. - Why can the 'The Plan vision and objective' not be: 'protecting 
the unique area of the Chilterns for future generations whilst maximising the opportunities to improve the lives of 
those who live there within the 'beautiful constraints' of the AONB and the Green Belt'. Question 5: Which spatial 
strategies are appropriate? - Options: Options A and B are the only ones that should be considered as part of this 
scope, options C-K are all counter to AONB and Green Belt, and not legally justifiable. Question 7: Unmet needs? - What 
evidence is there that these are unmet needs in this area? For housing, the Chiltern and south Bucks areas are part of 
the South East and London housing market, it could be argued that there is an unmet need overall in the South East, 
but you could pave over the whole of the Chilterns AONB, and you would not significantly affect the supply/ demand 
dynamic in the South East. - As for industrial use, again, what evidence is there that this land is needed that cannot be 
provided outside of AONB and Green Belt areas? - What consideration has been given to how tourism would be 
affected, or future tourism potential impacted if vast swathes of land are covered in industrial estates - tourism 
protection is something that is in the scope of Green Belt and doesn’t appear to have been covered in this plan. Fast 
forward 50 years and its entirely conceivable that much of the South East from London to Birmingham has been built 
over, those beautiful pockets, which have already been identified as AONBs - should they not be protected for use as 
recreational and tourism areas for those in the wider metropolis? - If there is a need for housing, has consideration 
been given for the housing stock we currently have? In the last 50 years, the amount of housing space in the UK has 
actually gone up significantly per person (as measured by sq ft per person) as the number of each person living in each 
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dwelling has gone down, and the sizes of existing houses has increased with extensions etc - and this is something that 
the Chiltern area has increased significantly. Where are the plans for using that stock better - the true definition of 
'sustainable development’. For example, what plans are there to encourage higher household density? In the public 
sector there has been the 'bedroom tax', where are the similar plans in the private sector eg, council tax discounts for 
renting out rooms and encouraging lodging, and encouraging splitting large dwellings into multiple properties to avoid 
the 'one person rattling around in a 5 bedroom home' situation. How about encouraging small businesses to utilise 
underused housing square footage rather than taking up office square footage and space on an industrial estate. It 
seems crazy to pave over beautiful areas to make more room for people, when there are thousands of empty 
bedrooms and millions of square feet across the area going unused every day. Question 8. - see question 7 comments - 
other than paving over areas, what other options have been considered to provide more affordable housing? New 
builds on housing estates in leafy Buckinghamshire are not affordable. Renting an unused room in a large house would 
be affordable. Dividing large houses into flat would more likely be affordable than new builds. Question 9: - Elderly 
care; rather than pave over paradise and building expensive purpose built units for the elderly, how much 
consideration has been given to encouraging and facilitating elderly care and habitation in people’s family homes. With 
the right support, care can be far cheaper than centralised care and with better outcomes being with people who love 
them. Question 11: Heritage: I believe heritage assets are incredibly valuable and contribute significantly to quality of 
life. Protecting them should be a very high priority. Well protected heritage areas add to the local economy and jobs 
through additional use and tourism. For example, Amersham and Beaconsfield old towns and their vibrant restaurants 
and pubs demonstrating that they are a magnet for people and something people like and enjoy more. Question 12: 
Unprotected local assets - Known roman remains at Amersham Old Town (mantles green) at threat from suggested 
Green Belt and AONB land removals. - Landscape at Amersham old town: The proposed additions to Amersham Old 
Town would significantly alter the beautiful historic landscape that is visible from Rectory Woods and has featured on 
many postcards of the area. Also, the Mantles Green extension would significantly affect the views across the valley 
from the path down from Hervines park. Protecting the openness of the Green Belt and AONB is an important part of 
those protections, and these additions would have a big impact and destroy this landscape. - Amersham old town is an 
almost unique area, with a village feel, and has had unusual circumstances over hundreds of years protect it from 
development; first by local landowners refusing the canals in the 1700's, then railways in the 1800s, then London 
sprawl in the 1900's with Green Belt and AONB policies. It would be a shame for this history and legacy of protection to 
be swept away to see a doubling of the town area that is being suggested today. I would propose that Amersham Old 
town conservation area is increased to include the valley scape as this is an important part of what makes the area 
special. Question 15: appendix 7: Would draw again attention to the Green Belt policies (GB) and the NPPF - supporting 
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tourism within the countryside - how does paving over large areas with industrial and housing estates increase tourism 
within the area? Already a magnet due to its AONB status, I can only imagine this being damaged. Also National 
Environment policies NE - 'conserving the AONB - the plans proposed seem completely at odds with this. Question 16: - 
Enhancing and adding roads has been proven to brings additional traffic levels, so why are more roads being 
suggested? - Cycling in this beautiful area is bringing tourism to the area and the economic benefits this provides as 
well as improving the health and wellbeing of those who live here and reducing car use. What consideration is being 
given to providing more encouragement to cycling in the area to reduce car use and to encourage further tourism 
benefits? In other countries the majority of children cycle to secondary schools and yet the rate in bucks is almost zero. 
What can be done to reduce the need for road space from parents dropping off kids and increase the use of bikes to 
replace those car trips. Additional points: Sustainable development: - There is much talk of 'sustainable development', 
in fact the job titles of both councillors associated with this plan are 'member for sustainable development'. How can 
the increasing use of any finite resource ever be described as 'sustainable'? Surely it will in time all be used up? 
Shouldn’t this plan and any sustainable development by definition be about what we already have used and how to 
reuse and use it better. Un-promoted and unrepresentative - Your stats suggest that 29% of those responding to 
previous consultations are landowners and developers. These groups would make up less than 1% of those who live, 
and an even smaller % of those who enjoy the Chilterns recreationally. Do you think that this is a representative sample 
of those affected by your suggested changes to the area? Do you think that this bias throws doubt on the remaining 
71% of respondents as not being representative either? So I would suggest that these previous views are not very 
relevant when coming to represent the people of the Chilterns and South Bucks. - Do you think that the consultation 
has been adequate with those affected by your suggestions? Personally I have seen almost nothing to let people know 
that the countryside around them is about to be ripped up, and most people I have spoken to are shocked and 
completely unaware that this is happening and that the deadline for input is March 14th 2016. Do you not think that 
this deadline should be extended and a comprehensive roadshow and public awareness campaign commenced, with an 
objective of gathering the views of 50%+ of residents? On top of this, the joint proposal is very long, very hard to read 
and unclear and not written in plain English, and the maps are unclear and unlabelled. Do you think that there should 
be an extension and proper public consultation and awareness campaign held? Do you think that our democratically 
elected councillors have a duty to consult their electorate adequately. A Vision for the Chilterns AONB and Green Belt. - 
Over the next 50 years or so, given current levels of demand for housing and business needs combined with population 
increases, you can easily imagine the South East being one great metropolis extending from London to Birmingham and 
Swindon and Brighton. Where is the vision for what is left of the beautiful areas of the South East? With great foresight, 
Green Belts and AONBs were introduced to protect the beautiful areas, and in this future metropolis these should 
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remain as the parks and recreational areas - that is the service they provide and they would do well economically from 
it, as beauty and open space becomes rarer and rarer and demand increases for recreation and tourism in those areas. 
Where is the vision in this joint plan? it seems to think south bucks is an isolated area that needs to continue paving 
over everything in order to meet housing and industrial needs - but if everyone does this, then South Bucks will not be 
unique anymore, and would just be more London sprawl. I think it takes real guts and vision to stand up to local short 
term vested interests, as it would be all too easy to chip a bit away here and there, but this would eventually see the 
complete loss of everything that is special about the area and the South East as well as the Chilterns would be far 
poorer for it.  

Rep4024 Mrs 
Helen Doan 

We are greatly saddened that Mill Meadow and surrounding area are being considered for new development. As a 
family and a resident in Chalfont St Peter for 20 years we object to any plans for new builds in this area. All three of my 
sons attend Cubs and Explorer Scouts and my husband is a Beaver Scout leader at the Scout hut there. Over 200 
children use these facilities and also make use of the Millennium Garden and large playing fields for games and other 
scouting activities. One of my sons belongs to Chalfont St Peter football club which as well as the important club house 
and pitch uses the playing fields for both training and matches. Again an important facility used by many children in the 
community. The children train on the field during the week. On a Saturday morning the field is full of excited children of 
all ages in all weathers enjoying themselves. We have two dogs which we exercise on the field. It is not just to walk the 
dogs but an area where we can meet other people and socialise and exercise together. There are a lot of elderly people 
that walk their dogs here and I believe it is a lifeline for them to meet other people. We also use the community centre 
for clubs and planned events. We are one family that will be largely affected in many ways by new development here. 
The Government are always seeking ways to promote a healthy living. Destroying an area used predominantly for 
exercise and outdoor activities seems nonsense and a big mistake. 

  

Rep4025 Mrs 
Sara Kendall 

I feel the outlined area is wholly unsuitable for a number of reasons. 1. The majority is actively cultivated year on year 
and it isn't appropriate to lose arable land. 2. There is no spare capacity in the current health or education provision in 
this area. 3. The trunk routes in and out of this area barely cope with existing traffic levels and the expense of 
improving those would be prohibitive. Without seriously impacting the quality of life in Ashley Green and Bovingdon 
there would be no alternative but to run bypass roads to reach the A41 and Hemel Hempstead. 4. One requirement of 
the current plan is to increase the volume of affordable housing. As the most expensive area in the country for housing 
outside London, South Bucks & Chiltern is not a generally a logical choice for housing development. Flats and 
apartments would be more realistic, but these are not suited to rural areas and would be better placed in or close to 
urban areas, possibly on industrial sites which are awaiting redevelopment. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

855 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep4027 Mr 
Daniel 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 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 

  

Rep4029 Mr 
Jeremy Stokes 

I am in agreement with the general need to release some Green Belt to meet the needs for new housing within the 
region. I believe that there are some opportunities within Beaconsfield to add additional development for housing and 
office space. For example adding floors above Waitrose and Sainsburys supermarkets. New housing should be low 
(ideally zero) energy through the use of renewable energy such as solar and water heating. Air source heat pumps and 
through energy conserving construction. To improve land usage I recommend all homes should either have a basement 
or underground parking. Services to new homes should be via accessible service ducts to avoid having to dig up the 
road for repairs or extensions. It is desirable to limit green belt building to those areas with natural boundaries such as 
the M40 to prevent further extension of the built up area which would be detrimental to the character of the area. I do 
not recommend releasing greent belt to the east of the Amersham Road in Beaconsfield as this creates a natural border 
to the town's eastern edge. I am not sufficiently familiar with the proposals for parts of the region away from 
Beaconsfield where I live to comment on the status in these areas. 

  

Rep4030 Mr 
Michael 
McCormick 

Question 1 - no comment on the definition of housing etc Question 2 - although no comment on sites or additional 
sites, curious to know how the sites were decided upon in the first place - no satisfactory answer at local meeting - and 
criteria for excluding other sites. Response at meeting was simply to state that this was a ‘scoping exercise’ - if so, why 
should whole of area not be ‘in scope’? Question 3 - I do wonder why brown field sites are not ‘in scope’ for industrial 
areas - would seem that there are good economic reasons to consider this (for example, proximity to public transport 
hubs, bring in trade to local and high street business, reduce emissions and access to employment for those without 
own transport - more difficult to get to industrial sites located outside locale) Question 4 - Yes - agree with objectives - 
not convinced about the approach (see response to Q3) Question 5 - Combination (Option L) would seem to be sensible 
- given my comments in Q3 - I am of the view that best combination needs to seriously consider more judicious use of 
brown field sites and infilling - so a combination of Options A, G & H Question 6 - Concerned about increased traffic 
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through Ashley Green if industrial site is located in this area - already heavy traffic through the village from major A 
roads and this will only increase - affecting access to residential properties, time taken to school and issues with 
variable speed limit which has already seen a number or RTAs and increases likely. Question 6 - see Qs 3 & 5 Question 7 
- agree with 4.13 - important that Joint Local Plan addresses unmet need in planned, strategic and sensitive manner. 
Question 8 - Difficult - think it may be useful to offer some form of favourable rates/affordable housing to essential 
service workers (NHS workers, social services, teachers etc) Question 9 - No specific comments - but for consistency - 
urge consideration of ‘infilling’ as suggested in 6.2b Question 10 - this needs wider consolation with health and local 
authorities as well as all interested PVIs - also need to consider planning of ‘dementia’ friendly environments (so look at 
layout to town/ village centres etc - so consultation with related academic community would be of considerable benefit 
here) Question 11 - No comment at this point Question 12 - not aware of any unprotected local heritage assets 
Question 13 - no nomination Question 14 - No nomination Question 15 - No comment 

Rep4031 Mr 
Dominic 
Browne 

General Points • CDC has already granted planning permission for some 630 dwellings within CSP, these include the 
Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development at the Epilepsy site. Therefore CSP has already taken 
significantly more than its fair allocation compared to the 16 other CDC Parishes and provides the largest single 
percentage of the development proposed for the whole of Chiltern District. This must be taken into account when 
considering CSP’s contribution. • 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 full capacity. They are unable to accommodate pupils from the 630 
developments already scheduled within the Parish. • Many other parts of the District and neighbouring Districts are 
significantly more sustainable and appropriate for development e.g. those with railway stations and major bus routes. 
Site specific objections: 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 

 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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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 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. Area 
between Winkers Farm, The Scout Camp, Denham road and Chalfont heights • In the greenbelt • Far away from 
amenities, major roads, railway station, shops, doctors and local primary school is overloaded. • The access roads are 
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narrowl country lanes. • Scout camp is a major recreational and sport facility and there are charitable covenants on 
their fields. Raylands farm area adjoining Gerrards Cross boundary, the railway line, the A40 and Siblets wood • Bull 
Lane cannot take any more traffic as congestion is already extreme. • The earmarked parcel of land is an essential 
green strip bordering the natural boundary to the West of GX which is Bull Lane and it should be maintained in order to 
preserve the identity of the two communities Gerrards Cross, and Chalfont St Peter • Raylands Farm land is an 
unspoiled green belt area. 

Rep4032 Mr 
Phil Wall 

My response to this is simple. The National Planning Policy Framework lists five purposes of the Green Belt, alongside 
the fundamental aim of 'preventing urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open'. The first three of these are: The 
check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas To prevent neighbourhood towns merging into one another To 
assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment Building on Green Belt land around Little Chalfont is clearly 
against all these principles. We need to resist turning the south of England into one enormous urban sprawl. Once land 
is taken, that's it - the natural environment is permanently degraded. This is quite apart from the problems of adding 
hundreds of new homes to an area where the facilities and infrastructure are not set up to cope. 

  

Rep4033 Mr 
Colin Smith 

Whilst I am not against development in general, I consider that the proposed scale of this development and its location 
is wholly inappropriate regarding this unique and precious local environment. It poses a grave threat to The Chess 
Valley and surrounding areas and raises serious questions regarding the responsibilities of Chiltern District Council. 
Section 86 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 (the 2000 Act) allows the Secretary of State to create a 
Conservation Board for an AONB by means of a Statutory Instrument called an Establishment Order. Section 87(1) 
provides that a Board must have regard to two purposes in exercising their functions. One purpose is the conservation 
and enhancement of the natural beauty of the AONB. The other is to increase the understanding and enjoyment by the 
public of the AONB’s special qualities. To what extent has the Chilterns Conservation Board been involved in the 
development of this plan. Their website says: The Chilterns Conservation Board is an independent body established by 
Parliamentary Order in July 2004, and has 27 members, all drawn from local communities. The Board’s purposes are 
given in Section 87 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000: It is the duty of a conservation board, in the exercise 
of their functions, to have regard to: 1. the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the area of 
outstanding natural beauty, and 2. the purpose of increasing the understanding and enjoyment by the public of the 
special qualities of the area of outstanding natural beauty. With this in mind, I believe that : Chiltern District Council 
should protect existing Green Belt not try to declassify it. Chiltern District Council should also protect existing AONB 
(Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty) not seek to destroy it. Furthermore, Chiltern District Council should seek to 
protect any effects on the Conservation areas; such proposed development will irrevocably change the quality of the 
Conservation area. It goes without saying that the effects on healthcare, education, traffic, transport, sports and 
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recreation, social care, water and waste water and waste management will be considerable and have significant further 
impact on the areas concerned. Clearly development is required for residential and to an extent employment in the 
country at large, however, I cannot believe that there are not areas where the environmental and AONB/Conservation 
effects would be far less dramatic. This is not a case of ’not in my back yard’, it is a matter of the destruction of unique 
natural resources. I would ask Chiltern District Council to seriously review their plans in the light of the above. 
Furthermore, I would request that a more in depth consultation/notification plan be created for all affected residents 
so that timely and adequate responses can be given. I say this because Chenies Parish Council have made no real 
attempt to inform their parish residents of the plan other than to circulate, by email, last Friday 04 March a copy of 
their responses to the initial consultation, even though they had been working on it since 19 January 2016. Needless to 
say certain villagers are somewhat upset at this apparent lack of communication. 

Rep4034 Mr 
Neil Rowntree 
Senior 
Conservation 
Officer Berks, 
Bucks & Oxon 
Wildlife Trust 

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? Our only 
comment to this question is with respect to priority. Biodiversity should be considered amongst other things in 
determining the priority. We comment in more detail below on the need for thorough ecological assessment of the 
proposed ecological sites. This assessment should then be used as one of the considerations in determining if a site is 
suitable at all for development, how much of the site is suitable for development, and which sites have the least 
constraints to development. Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific 
settlements/site options that could be part of these options? It is not entirely clear what level of ecological assessment 
has so far been carried out. Prior to adoption of any site a full initial assessment of the ecological value should be 
undertaken to inform the allocation of the sites in the Local Plan, to determine whether allocation of the site is 
appropriate in terms of biodiversity impacts. This is in line with the requirements of the NPPF: “Plans should allocate 
land with the least environmental or amenity value, where consistent with other policies in this framework” “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 River Basin management Plans. Working with Local 
Nature Partnerships where appropriate, this should include an assessment of existing and potential components of 
ecological networks.” If the ecological value of the strategic sites is not identified until later in the planning process, the 
deliverability of these policies may be affected through discovery of ecological constraints later in the planning process. 
In the current situation without the provision of detailed ecological assessment it is extremely hard to make an 
assessment of the suitability of any of the sites for development in terms of biodiversity. Our comments are largely 
based upon an assessment against wildlife designations and habitats as viewed by aerial photography. We reserve the 
right to amend our views in subsequent responses once ecological assessment has been carried out. In addition, we 
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would expect any planning applications which come forward for sites within the District to be judged robustly against 
the policies of the Local Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework, with reference in particular to the protection 
of: SSSIs Local Wildlife Sites and Biological Notification Sites Ancient woodland and other irreplaceable habitats Priority 
habitat (under Section 41 of the NERC Act) Legally protected and notable species Priority species (under Section 41 of 
the NERC Act) Wild bird habitat (as covered under paragraph 9A “Duties in relation to wild bird habitat” of the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) Regulations 2012). The impact on protected species, designated 
sites and any Species and Habitats of Principal Importance for Conservation in England (as listed under Section 41 of 
NERC Act (2006)) that may be affected will need to be assessed in relation to any planning applications on these sites. 
This will require a full suite of surveys and assessment. The most recent ecological records should be sought from 
BMERC (Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental Records Centre) in addition to ecological surveys being 
carried out in the right survey season. Subject to the provisos in bold above we make some comments on individual 
strategic options below. These comments are in no way complete and not meant to reflect the entirety of wildlife 
impact relevant to the strategic options as this is outside the scope of this response, especially bearing in mind that 
ecological information has not been supplied. They are limited to comments in relation to designated sites and 
ecological networks (the BOAs), and with some comments on habitats visible by aerial photography. Chesham – page 
30 The proposed strategic option here includes a Biological Notification (BNS) Site Wood North of Hilltop Estate within 
the boundary. Development must not be permitted on this BNS, the BNS must be buffered by at least 50m from any 
development, and development should only be permitted if measures are included to ensure no negative impact on 
the BNS from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. There are also 
several other woodlands within the boundary which should also be protected from development. Amersham – page 31 
The proposed strategic option here includes an ancient woodland within the boundary. Development must not be 
permitted on this ancient woodland, the ancient woodland must be buffered by at least 50m from any development, 
and development should only be permitted anywhere in this option if measures are included to ensure no negative 
impact on the ancient woodland from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other 
reason. The option area includes a number of hedgerows which should be retained by any development. The option 
area also includes a substantial area to the South of wildlife habitat including what appears to be semi-improved (or 
better) grassland and scrub. If this habitat is appropriate at all for development, which it may not be, then its loss must 
be fully compensated to ensure that there is a net gain in biodiversity. The site also lies within the Chess Valley 
Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) so any development should contribute to the targets for this BOA (see 
http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.co.uk/media/1022553/chess_valley_boa%20_statement_dec_2010.pdf ). 
Little Chalfont – page 32 The strategic option to the NE lies adjacent to Lane Wood, Ladies’ Arbour and West Wood 
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Local Wildlife Sites. Development must not be permitted on the LWSs, the LWSs must be buffered by at least 50m from 
any development, and development should only be permitted if measures are included to ensure no negative impact 
on the LWSs from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. The site 
also lies within the Chess Valley Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) so any development should contribute to the 
targets for this BOA (see 
http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.co.uk/media/1022553/chess_valley_boa%20_statement_dec_2010.pdf ). The 
strategic option to the SE includes a number of areas of woodland priority habitat. Development must not be permitted 
on these woodlands, the woodlands must be buffered from any development, and development should only be 
permitted anywhere in this option if measures are included to ensure no negative impacts on the woodlands from 
changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. The strategic option to the SW 
includes a number of hedgerows which should be retained by any development. Beaconsfield – page 33 Both strategic 
options include a number of areas of woodland priority habitat. Development must not be permitted on these 
woodlands, the woodlands must be buffered from any development, and development should only be permitted 
anywhere in this option if measures are included to ensure no negative impacts on the woodlands from changes in 
hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. The strategic option to the lies adjacent 
to the Souths Bucks Heaths and Parklands Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) so any development should contribute 
to the targets for this BOA (see http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.gov.uk/media/2569054/south-bucks-heaths-
and-parklands-boa-statement-20100000.pdf ). Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross – page 34 The strategic option to 
the S, adjacent to the M40, is we would suggest undeliverable as it could only occur with overwhelming loss of ancient 
woodland and woodland. Almost the entire area of the option is woodland (a priority habitat) and of that about half or 
more is ancient woodland (an irreplaceable habitat). Any development here would be wholly contrary to the NPPF. We 
would recommend this strategic option is removed before the next stage of the Local Plan. The triangular option to the 
SE adjacent to the M25 is also of serious concern as most of the Eastern side is ancient woodland (an irreplaceable 
habitat) which must be retained, and the western half contains substantial amounts of woodland priority habitat which 
should also be retained, leaving only limited scope within the boundary indicated. The site lies within the Central 
Chiltern Chalk Rivers BOA so if any development at all is appropriate within this option it should contribute to the 
targets for this BOA 
(http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.co.uk/media/1022538/central_chilterns_chalk_rivers_boa_statement_dec_
2010.pdf ). The option to the W of Gerrards Cross is adjacent to ancient woodland. Development must not be 
permitted on this ancient woodland, the ancient woodland must be buffered by at least 50m from any development, 
and development should only be permitted anywhere in this option if measures are included to ensure no negative 
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impact on the ancient woodland from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other 
reason. The option also includes a number of areas of woodland priority habitat. Development must not be permitted 
on these woodlands, the woodlands must be buffered from any development, and development should only be 
permitted anywhere in this option if measures are included to ensure no negative impacts on the woodlands from 
changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. The small site through which 
the River Misbourne flows towards the North of Chalfont St Peter includes a chalk river in the form of the River 
Misbourne. Chalk rivers are exceptionally rare at a global and national scale with the UK having particular responsibility 
for their conservation. If any development at all is appropriate in this option, which it may well not be on wildlife 
grounds, then it must be buffered by a substantial buffer of at least 30m from the River Misbourne with wildlife habitat 
created within this buffer. Development should only be permitted anywhere in this option if it is proven that measures 
can be taken to ensure no negative impacts of any kind on the biodiversity value of the River Misbourne, including 
impacts on water quality and water quantity. For more information on the River Misbourne see 
http://www.chilternsaonb.org/uploads/files/CCSP/misbourne_awareness_web.pdf . This option also includes areas of 
woodland priority habitat. Development must not be permitted on these woodlands, the woodlands must be buffered 
from any development, and development should only be permitted anywhere in this option if measures are included to 
ensure no negative impacts on the woodlands from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation 
or any other reason. The site lies within the Central Chiltern Chalk Rivers BOA so if any development at all is 
appropriate within this option it should contribute to the targets for this BOA 
(http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.co.uk/media/1022538/central_chilterns_chalk_rivers_boa_statement_dec_
2010.pdf ). The large site to the N of Chalfont St Peter includes an area of woodland priority habitat. Development must 
not be permitted on this woodland, the woodlands must be buffered from any development, and measures must be 
taken to ensure no negative impacts on the woodland from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, 
recreation or any other reason. The small site to the E of Chalfont St Peter is adjacent to woodland. Development must 
not be permitted on this woodland, the woodlands must be buffered from any development, and measures must be 
taken to ensure no negative impacts on the woodland from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, or 
recreation. Holmer Green – page 35 The strategic option includes several areas of priority habitat including woodland 
and traditional orchard. Development must not be permitted on this priority habitat, the habitat must be buffered from 
any development, and measures must be taken to ensure no negative impacts on the habitat from changes in 
hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. In addition there is an area of what 
appears to be scrub and semi-improved grassland or better in the NE of the option area. We would suggest this area 
should be retained as wildlife habitat. Middle Green – page 36 The two large options here include several areas of 
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priority habitat including woodland and traditional orchard. Development must not be permitted on this priority 
habitat, the habitat must be buffered from any development, and measures must be taken to ensure no negative 
impacts on the habitat from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. 
The site also includes a small Biological Notification Site (BNS). The habitat must be buffered from any development, 
and measures must be taken to ensure no negative impacts on the habitat. There is also considerable overlap of this 
option with the Souths Bucks Heaths and Parklands Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) so any development should 
contribute to the targets for this BOA (see http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.gov.uk/media/2569054/south-
bucks-heaths-and-parklands-boa-statement-20100000.pdf ). Taplow - page 37 The options includes several areas of 
woodland priority habitat. Development must not be permitted on this priority habitat, the habitat must be buffered 
from any development, and measures must be taken to ensure no negative impacts on the habitat from changes in 
hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. The site lies wholly within the Thames 
Valley Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) so any development should contribute to the targets for this BOA (see 
http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.co.uk/media/1022728/Thames%20Valley.pdf ). Development should not 
result in the aims of the BOA becoming unachievable which at the very least means any development here should be 
limited in extent with a considerable buffer for the River Thames and the Jubilee Stream of we would suggest at least 
30m, with the buffers consisting of wildlife habitat, so as to maintain two wide and continuous ecological corridors 
alongside the rivers. Prestwood – page 39 The Western part of the option appears to be made up of scrub woodland 
and probably semi-improved grassland. This habitat should be retained. There is also a Biological Notification Site (BNS) 
immediately adjacent to the S. The BNS (Peterley Wood) is ancient woodland habitat. Development must not be 
permitted on the ancient woodland, and the ancient woodland must be buffered by at least 50m from any 
development. Development should only be permitted if it can be shown that there will be no negative impact on the 
ancient woodland BNS from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. 
The site lies wholly within the Prestwood Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) so any development should contribute to 
the targets for this BOA (see http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.co.uk/media/1022688/Prestwood.pdf ). 
Chalfont St Giles – page 40 The site includes a chalk river in the form of the River Misbourne. Chalk rivers are 
exceptionally rare at a global and national scale with the UK having particular responsibility for their conservation. If 
any development at all is appropriate in this option, which it may well not be on wildlife grounds, then it must be 
buffered by a substantial buffer from the River Misbourne with wildlife habitat created within this buffer. The field to 
the West of the Misbourne appears from aerial photography that it may be semi-improved grassland or better. We 
would suggest that the fields either side of the Misbourne should be retained and enhanced for wildlife with managed 
public access to provide for both wildlife and riverside recreation. Development should only be permitted anywhere in 
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this option if it is proven that measures can be taken to ensure no negative impacts of any kind on the biodiversity 
value of the River Misbourne, including impacts on water quality and water quantity. For more information on the 
River Misbourne see http://www.chilternsaonb.org/uploads/files/CCSP/misbourne_awareness_web.pdf . This option 
also includes areas of woodland priority habitat. Development must not be permitted on these woodlands, the 
woodlands must be buffered from any development, and development should only be permitted anywhere in this 
option if measures are included to ensure no negative impacts on the woodlands from changes in hydrology, air 
quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. The option also includes a number of hedgerows which 
should be retained. The site lies within the Central Chiltern Chalk Rivers BOA so if any development at all is appropriate 
within this option it should contribute to the targets for this BOA 
(http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.co.uk/media/1022538/central_chilterns_chalk_rivers_boa_statement_dec_
2010.pdf ). Iver Heath – page 41 All of the options around Iver Heath include areas of priority habitat including 
woodland and/or traditional orchard. Development must not be permitted on this priority habitat, the habitat must be 
well buffered from any development, and measures must be taken to ensure no negative impacts on the habitat from 
changes in hydrology, air quality, , light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. In practice this means that a 
significant proportion of the options are not developable. The option also includes a number of hedgerows which 
should be retained. We have concerns over the potential recreational impact on Black Park SSSI, Black Park BNS and 
Langley Park BNS from this scale of development in close proximity. In particular this is likely to greatly increase 
recreational impact on the sites from people and dogs. Development must not result in negative impact on these sites 
through changes in air quality, hydrology, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. All of the options lie 
wholly within the Souths Bucks Heaths and Parklands Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) so any development should 
contribute to the targets for this BOA (see http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.gov.uk/media/2569054/south-
bucks-heaths-and-parklands-boa-statement-20100000.pdf ). Iver Village and Richings Park – page 42 The options to the 
South includes an area of woodland priority habitat. Development must not be permitted on this priority habitat, the 
habitat must be buffered from any development, and measures must be taken to ensure no negative impacts on the 
habitat from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. Between the 
sites lies a Biological Notification Site (BNS): “opposite Iver Station”. Measures must be taken to ensure no negative 
impacts on the habitat from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. 
The sites lie close to the Souths Bucks Heaths and Parklands Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) and the Colne Valley 
BOA so any development should contribute to the targets for these BOAs (see 
http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.gov.uk/media/2569054/south-bucks-heaths-and-parklands-boa-statement-
20100000.pdf and 
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http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.co.uk/media/1022573/colne_valley_boa_%20statement_dec_2010.pdf ). 
Farnham and Stoke Poges – page 43 We have serious concerns regarding the scale of development proposed with the 
size of both of these options, bearing in mind their close proximity to Burnham Beeches SAC. The SAC is vulnerable to 
recreational impact from people and dogs. Increasing the population of settlements so close to the SAC by the scale 
that appears to be proposed can be expected to significantly increase the level of recreation in the SAC. Development 
must not negatively impact on the Burnham Beeches SAC for reasons of hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, 
recreation or any other reason. The option at Farnham includes areas of woodland priority habitat. Development must 
not be permitted on this priority habitat, the habitat must be well buffered from any development, and measures must 
be taken to ensure no negative impacts on the habitat from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, 
recreation or any other reason. Both options are in close proximity to an LWS: Wet woodland next to Farnham Golf 
Course. Any development must not negatively impact on the LWS. The option at Stoke Poges includes a Local Wildlife 
Site (LWS): Fields South of Rogers Lane within its boundary. The LWS must not be developed but even so we have 
serious concerns regarding the potential scale of development so close to the LWS. The species-rich lowland meadow 
habitat it contains is vulnerable to impact from changes in hydrology (water quality and water quantity), aerial 
deposition of nutrients (for example nitrogen oxides from vehicles), and recreation. Measures must be taken to ensure 
that there is no negative impact on the LWS including by use of substantial buffering. The Stoke Poges option also 
includes an area of scrub and either semi-improved or species-rich grassland either side of a stream. These two fields 
and the hedgerows that surround them must be retained free from development. Part of the field to the N through 
which the stream runs should also be retained free from development so as to form a buffer for the stream, with 
wildlife habitat created within the buffer. There are a number of hedgerows within the option that must be retained. 
All of the Stoke Poges option and part of the Farnham option lie within the Souths Bucks Heaths and Parklands 
Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) so any development should contribute to the targets for this BOA (see 
http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.gov.uk/media/2569054/south-bucks-heaths-and-parklands-boa-statement-
20100000.pdf ). The ecological issues covered above mean that any development at these sites is highly problematic in 
relation to ecological impact and if any part of them is deliverable at all it is likely to involve development on only a very 
small part of the areas indicated. Chesham – employment option – page 45 The option indicated includes two Local 
Wildlife Sites (LWSs): Francis Wood and Berkhampstead Field. The LWSs must not be developed but even so we have 
serious concerns regarding the potential scale of development so close to the LWSs. The species-rich lowland meadow 
and ancient woodland habitats and the wildlife they support are vulnerable to impact from changes in hydrology 
(water quality and water quantity), aerial deposition of nutrients (for example nitrogen oxides from vehicles), noise and 
light pollution, and recreation. Measures must be taken to ensure that there is no negative impact on the LWSs. 
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Potentially this can only be achieved by the whole of the western third or more of the area indicated remaining 
undeveloped, with appropriate priority habitat created so as to provide a substantial buffer from any areas which are 
deemed suitable for development. There are a number of hedgerows within the option that must be retained. There is 
also an area of woodland priority habitat in the NE of the proposed area. Development must not be permitted on this 
priority habitat, the habitat must be well buffered from any development, and measures must be taken to ensure no 
negative impacts on the habitat from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other 
reason. The site also lies partly within the Chess Valley Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) so any development should 
contribute to the targets for this BOA (see 
http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.co.uk/media/1022553/chess_valley_boa%20_statement_dec_2010.pdf ). 
Little Chalfont – employment options – page 46 There is also an area of woodland priority habitat in the western 
employment option. Development must not be permitted on this priority habitat, the habitat must be well buffered 
from any development, and measures must be taken to ensure no negative impacts on the habitat from changes in 
hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. The eastern option is adjacent to two 
ancient woodlands. Development must not be permitted on the ancient woodland, and in order to ensure no negative 
impact it must be very well separated from development. The ancient woodland habitat and the wildlife it supports is 
vulnerable to impact from changes in hydrology (water quality and water quantity), aerial deposition of nutrients (for 
example nitrogen oxides from vehicles), noise and light pollution, and recreation. Measures must be taken to ensure 
that there is no negative impact on the ancient woodland. Potentially this can only be achieved by substantial areas 
adjacent to teach of the ancient woodlands remaining undeveloped and priority habitat created in these areas to 
provide a large buffer between the ancient woodland and any development. This will significantly reduce the available 
area for development (assuming the site is deemed suitable at all) and this needs taking into account from any early 
stage. The eastern site lies adjacent to the Chess Valley Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) so any development 
should contribute to the targets for this BOA (see 
http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.co.uk/media/1022553/chess_valley_boa%20_statement_dec_2010.pdf ). 
Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross – employment options – page 47 This River Misbourne, which flows through the 
proposed eastern employment option, is a chalk river. Chalk rivers are exceptionally rare at a global and national scale 
with the UK having particular responsibility for their conservation. The Water Framework Directive requires that there 
are no negative impacts on any of the relevant characteristics of the river. Development should only be permitted 
anywhere in this option if it is proven that measures can be taken to ensure no negative impacts of any kind on the 
biodiversity value of the River Misbourne, including impacts on water quality and water quantity. At the very minimum 
a 30m buffer with wildlife habitat created within this buffer will be required, however we would stress that this may 
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not be sufficient to prevent negative impacts on the river. For more information on the River Misbourne see 
http://www.chilternsaonb.org/uploads/files/CCSP/misbourne_awareness_web.pdf . The site lies within the Central 
Chiltern Chalk Rivers BOA so if any development at all is appropriate within this option it should contribute to the 
targets for this BOA 
(http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.co.uk/media/1022538/central_chilterns_chalk_rivers_boa_statement_dec_
2010.pdf ). The Northern employment option includes areas of woodland. Development must not be permitted on the 
woodland, the habitat must be well buffered from any development, and measures must be taken to ensure no 
negative impacts on the habitat from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other 
reason. Beaconsfield – employment options – page 48 The strategic employment option includes a number of areas of 
woodland priority habitat. Development must not be permitted on these woodlands, the woodlands must be buffered 
from any development, and development should only be permitted anywhere in this option if measures are included to 
ensure no negative impacts on the woodlands from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation 
or any other reason. The strategic option lies adjacent to the Souths Bucks Heaths and Parklands Biodiversity 
Opportunity Area (BOA) so any development should contribute to the targets for this BOA (see 
http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.gov.uk/media/2569054/south-bucks-heaths-and-parklands-boa-statement-
20100000.pdf ). Denham – A40 and M40 junction – employment option – page 49 This site lies within the Colne Valley 
Regional Park. One of the 6 objectives of the Park is “To conserve and enhance biodiversity within the Park through the 
protection and management of its species, habitats and geological features” Development of this scale within the Park 
is likely to impact on the ability of the Park to achieve that aim. The Park should be consulted on this proposal if it has 
not been already. The proposed option is also adjacent to the Colne Valley Regional Park Visitor Centre and its 
surrounding priority habitats. These habitats must be buffered from any development, and development should only 
be permitted anywhere in this option if measures are included to ensure no negative impacts on the woodlands from 
changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. The strategic employment 
option includes a number of areas of woodland priority habitat. Development must not be permitted on these 
woodlands, the woodlands must be buffered from any development, and development should only be permitted 
anywhere in this option if measures are included to ensure no negative impacts on the woodlands from changes in 
hydrology, air quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. The sites lies mostly within the Colne 
Valley Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) so any development should contribute to the targets for this BOA (see 
http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.co.uk/media/1022573/colne_valley_boa_%20statement_dec_2010.pdf ). 
Burnham – employment option – page 50 The proposed strategic option here includes a Biological Notification (BNS) 
Amerden Gravel Pits. Development must not be permitted on this BNS, and development should only be permitted if 
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measures are included to ensure no negative impact on the BNS from changes in hydrology, air quality, light or noise 
pollution, recreation or any other reason. This is likely to require a substantial area between the BNS and any 
development to be undeveloped and for priority habitats to be created as a buffer. The strategic employment option 
includes a number of areas of woodland priority habitat. Development must not be permitted on these woodlands, the 
woodlands must be buffered from any development, and development should only be permitted anywhere in this 
option if measures are included to ensure no negative impacts on the woodlands from changes in hydrology, air 
quality, light or noise pollution, recreation or any other reason. The option lies partly within the Thames Valley 
Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) so any development should contribute to the targets for this BOA (see 
http://www.buckinghamshirepartnership.co.uk/media/1022728/Thames%20Valley.pdf ). Question 16: Do you have 
any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? Infrastructure 
needs. Our only comment on this is that the creation of infrastructure should, in just the same way as other 
development, be located where it will have least impact on wildlife, and all habitats impacted must be compensated for 
so as to achieve a net gain in wildlife (as required by the NPPF). CIL All impacts of a development should be fully 
avoided, mitigated or compensated for so as to achieve a net gain in wildlife. This must be done on a case by case basis 
and this is not appropriate for CIL. However as population increases the impact of people, and dogs, on wildlife habitats 
across Chiltern and South Bucks also increases. There is thus a need for more provision for green spaces which provide 
wildlife habitat, and more management of existing wildlife rich sites to address recreational impact, right across 
Chiltern and South Bucks, so as to address the recreational needs and impact of an increasing population. Therefore 
over and above compensation for specific impacts, contributions should be made by developments via CIL to address 
wider impacts, with funds being made available from CIL for projects that will address these impacts and create 
additional wildlife rich open space. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into 
account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the 
new Joint Local Plan will need to address? The wildlife of Chiltern and South Bucks has intrinsic value in itself and 
should therefore be conserved in its own right. Furthermore, ultimately it is the natural environment of Chiltern and 
South Bucks that makes these areas distinctive, attracts people to live in, work in and visit the area, provides numerous 
benefits to people, and makes a vast difference to quality of life. The economy of the area is therefore underpinned by 
the natural environment and wildlife of the area. And yet the biodiversity of the area continues to decline. The Local 
Plan will influence the wildlife impact of the construction of many thousands of houses, as well as commercial and 
infrastructure development. Done poorly it will lead to an accelerated loss of wildlife with little compensation. Done 
correctly the Local Plan can lead to development that is located where it will have least impact on wildlife; it can 
require genuine mitigation and compensation for all habitat and species losses, and the creation of wildlife rich habitat 
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within developments of benefit to both wildlife and people (see the table on Biodiversity in Built Development earlier 
in this response for more on some of the ways that wildlife contributes to the lives of people). So the challenge for the 
authorities is to ensure that the development proposed will result in more wildlife (as required by the NPPF) rather 
than less wildlife. This will only happen if existing wildlife rich sites are protected, and in areas where development is 
permitted any losses more than compensated for so as to create a net gain for wildlife. And a genuine net gain can only 
be shown if a metric is used to demonstrate that all habitats impacted (including arable, improved and semi-improved 
grassland and scrub (priority habitats should be retained and enhanced)) are fully compensated. This is all achievable, 
but only if the Local Plan demonstrates a Vision for it, and includes Policies to enforce it. It can then lead to Chiltern and 
South Bucks being an area where wildlife has habitats to live in, and that continues to attract people to live in, work in 
and visit, with a high quality of life, all underpinned by the fantastic wildlife resource that the area has. Thank you again 
for the opportunity for us to input into the Local Plan at this stage, please do not hesitate to get in touch if you have 
any queries regarding our response. [For remainder of representation see submitted document].  

Rep4035 Miss 
Anne Mitchell 
Clerk to the 
Council Great 
Missenden 
Parish Council 

Development Needs in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts to 2036 Question 1: Do you have any comments on the 
definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the 
needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan process? • The Two District Councils are 
quite different, with different needs and in particular infrastructure issues and concerns Question 2: Do you have any 
comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and 
whether additional sites should be added? • We feel that the HELAA sites that are deemed suitable for development 
should be declared on property searches • We support the sites mentioned in Appendix I, II, III as being unsuitable/ 
unavailable. • Of those sites listed in Appendix 5 Wicks along the Rignall Road is an employment site and we are 
concerned over the loss of employment opportunities. Provision of garage services are required for the local residents. 
• The other sites identified in the parish are supported. 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? Plans Vision and 
Objectives 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. We do 
not agree to the approach, there should be • Holistic approach for development in Prestwood a need for a cohesive 
plan, • Great Missenden and Prestwood villages differ considerably not only in their population but also in the 
character and have completely different needs. • The Impact of HS2 has not been considered as a local Plan matter yet 
there are clauses in the Hybrid Bill which enables the Secy of State to develop land safeguarded for HS2. Suggestions: – 
• Land to the rear marked for development off lodge lane, a new combined school should be built, large enough to 
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accommodate existing need and future need in the area. • The Claire Road school site could be used for housing and a 
community centre linked to the village hall. • Moat Lane school site (depending on ownership) could also be 
developed. This would be a better balance of development in Prestwood and also give the residents a village centre so 
desperately needed. Spatial Strategy Options 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? Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific 
settlements/site options that could be part of these options? 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 to create new development opportunities in the built-up area and converting 
some land (such as employment land) to other uses (such as residential). • Development should concentrate on 
brownfield sites first and we should resist converting land used for employment to residential. Option B. Test 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 (Chiltern Saved Local Plan) • An existing Established Residential 
Area of Special Character should not necessarily preclude sympathetic development. Option C. Built area extension(s) 
to the principal settlements of Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and 
Burnham • No strategic options identified in the parish Option D. Built area extension(s) within Chiltern/South Bucks 
administrative area on the edge of principle settlements outside the Plan area – Wycombe, Uxbridge, Slough, and 
Maidenhead • No strategic options identified in the parish Option E. Built area extensions to a wider range of 
settlements - Great Missenden, Prestwood, Chalfont St Giles, Denham Green, Iver Heath, Farnham Royal, Stoke Poges 
and Iver Village • We are concerned about the built area extensions to both Great Missenden and Prestwood as these 
settlements are already under considerably infrastructure strain, particularly schools and roads. 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. • We do not support this option. South Heath to remain 
within the Green Belt whilst enabling sympathetic development in-keeping with the area. Option G. 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 consider that the development of the South Heath mushroom 
farm could be an ‘exceptional circumstance’. Option H. Review the scope for allowing limited infilling within villages 
and generally built up frontages within the Green Belt. • We support this option in line with option F Option I. 
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Extension(s) to other settlements such as the larger villages. • No options identified in the parish Option J. In addition 
to options included above, additional sustainable growth options in built up areas and/or in the Green Belt close to 
train stations – Chesham, Great Missenden, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Seer Green, Iver and Taplow. • We are 
concerned about any extra development in Great Missenden without additional infrastructure. Parking is already a 
major problem. Option K. Specifically to help meet office, warehousing and industrial employment needs Option L. A 
combination of all or a number of the above. Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet 
needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? We feel strongly that the following should be addressed. • Nursing Home • Elderly 
accommodation • Sports facilities • Youth facilities and community centre • Bus service • Traffic congestion • Car 
parking Affordable Housing Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its 
local affordable housing need? • Paradigm should be more committed to provide more affordable housing within the 
Parish. • What happens to the CIL or 106 levy, the PC considers that there should be more transparency on the 
spending of the builders levy. • CDC need to introduce CIL, proportionate amount to go to the local parish where levy 
originated. Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople site options Question 9: Do you have any comments on the 
above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? • Gypsy Site referred to DDPD and 
we have not mentioned this as there are sites already established Older Peoples Accommodation Question 10: How do 
you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general and 
affordable needs? • Local provision for the local community Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy 
– for example views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and 
community. • No response Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should 
be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important locally? • No response 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. • Pelican Cricket Ground • Sibleys Rise Play area • Bough’s meadow • Allotments and field 
in Greenlands Lane, Prestwood Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? The PC considers that 
they can be related to village design statements and revitalization plans. • Retention of green spaces in the parish • 
Better Prestwood village centre with additional community centre/ hall as per question 4 • Better/more frequent bus 
service. Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7. The Appendix covers Green 
Belt policy and Supplementary planning docs • We would support local guidance on a policy for extension to dwellings 
and outbuildings in the green belt • The need for a Supplementary planning document to give guidance on affordable 
housing and care home provision to support local needs Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? • Paradigm to be committed to provide more 
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affordable housing within the Parish • More transparency on the spending 106 levy on housing development • Would 
like to see CIL introduced. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account 
in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new 
Joint Local Plan will need to address? • To have a holistic approach to development in Prestwood, facilitate the creation 
of a centre to the village of Prestwood • Challenge and maintenance of improving the infrastructure. • To provide more 
affordable housing. 

Rep4036 Mr 
Thomas 
Speller 

• 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. • 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 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 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 
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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. • 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. 

Rep4037 Mrs 
Louise 
Coldwell 

I fully support the LKVS submission to the ChiItern and S Bucks local plan and, in addition, with regard to Question 2 
(the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road in Great Missenden): please do not use this site for residential development. 
This is a well-run local business and is an asset to the town. I use it for my car servicing . if it closes then I will have to go 
to High Wycombe . why should the Renault dealer/garage there,who don't know me from Adam, get my custom? 
Please don't destroy local services and communities. 

  

Rep4038 Mrs 
Helen Hollis 

I am commenting as a long term resident of Little Chalfont. I am particularly concerned about the downgrading of land 
currently designated Green Belt. One of the key purposes of Green Belt land is to maintain a balance between open 
green spaces and urban development and to protect the identity of established towns and villages. One only has to 
travel on the Met line out of London through such places as Pinner and Northwood to see how this area of Bucks could 
look if planners are allowed to 'chip' away at designated land. The land to the east of Little Chalfont boardering the 
A404 provides an effective buffer with Chorleywood and the developments beyond. Releasing this land, some of which 
is also constitutes an AONB, could contribute to this part of Bucks eventually becoming part of London's urban sprawl. 
Downgrading Green Belt land should be an absolute last resort once all other options have been ruled out. It is also 
apparent that Green Belt land within Little Chalfont has, for some reason, been sub divided and that the resulting 
parcels of land no longer have the sustainable boundaries that should be in place. The effect of any large scale 
development in Little Chalfont would significantly change the character of the village and have a detrimental impact on 

 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. 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

874 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

the already stretched infrastructure. There are many small lanes in the village which would have to be widened to 
accommodate increased traffic flow. The identification of the site along the A404 for employment opportunities will 
undoubtedly bring larger lorries through the village. The railway bridge in Lodge Lane only accommodates single file 
traffic presenting very real issues if there is significant development on the adjacent site. Parking has always been an 
issue in the village and this now includes the station car park too. Providing additional parking at the station and then 
having to timetable more trains to cope, given that the current platform will not allow for extra carriages, will incur 
very significant costs and is most likely impractical. Schools and health services would also be affected. Large scale 
development, where the boundaries of the village are pushed to the limit, could very well result in a disfunctional 
community where the population cannot be adequately supported by transport and services. Little Chalfont has 
already seen more than its fair share of housing development in the last few years. These sites, within the existing 
village boundaries, have integrated well. Planners should be looking to identify further infill sites as potential for 
development. It has been proved that such smaller contained developments can be accommodated without changing 
the character of the village and at the same time preserving the unique countryside surrounding this area. 

Rep4040 Ms 
Nina 
Dluzewska 
Vice chair 
Chesham and 
Amersham 
Constituency 
Labour Party 

The Amersham and Chesham Constituency Labour Party (CLP) welcome the opportunity to comment on the Draft Local 
Plan. The following comments relate to the area bounded by Chiltern District. General Comments: Housing There is a 
pressing need for affordable throughout this District. There has been a substantial increase in the price of housing over 
the last few years, far greater than increases in the incomes of people that live and work locally and thus making access 
to decent housing less affordable. In addition, as government policy is effectively aimed at reducing the availability of 
social housing, residents reliant on support from benefits are increasingly likely to have to live in less secure and lower 
quality privately rented housing. It is, however, within the power of the District to offset this. Employment It is 
important that the area continues to provide employment opportunities and ideally expand the mix and quality of the 
employment available. However, the current provision of industrial and commercial accommodation, sometimes in 
town centres, can impose a constraint on increasing employment opportunities as well as impacting negatively on the 
living environment through adding to road traffic congestion and pollution. There is a case for consolidating economic 
activity on more appropriate modern sites. Spatial Strategy The Chilterns are an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
and any further development should be accomplished through in-fill/brownfield as much as possible but we 
acknowledges that the scale of need could entail encroachment on areas currently defined as Green Belt. To the extent 
that this is necessary should be on the lowest value green belt (and ideally where original designation is inappropriate, 
for instance, ‘anomalies’. Where in-fill cannot meet needs, we would favour a strategy which would see housing 
development undertaken as extensions to existing urban centres in order to avoid loading the preponderance of 
development onto any one locality. We also recognise the merit of consolidating industrial/commercial activity onto 
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edge-of-town sites to prevent the erosion of local employment in the District, but, again, avoiding encroachment on 
high value Green Belt and designated AONB. Where economic activity can be relocated, we would expect any released 
town centre sites to be converted into affordable housing (including a high proportion of genuinely defined social 
housing). As the Draft Plan stands, the most significant proposals relate to Chesham and Little Chalfont, particularly in 
terms of the potential scale of impact relative to the existing size of these settlements. Town Specific Comments: From 
the perspective of the CLP - for Chesham to be able to accommodate further housing and industrial/commercial activity 
in the proposed locality (to the north and north-west of the town), cast iron assurances would have to be given such 
that: - the emphasis is placed on creating additional housing that is genuinely affordable for local people and whose 
housing needs are not currently being met. Unless addressed, affordability is likely to be a growing problem as 
Government policy means that the town is at risk of losing its existing stock of social housing. - the need for additional 
schools and other vital services is demonstrably met from the outset of any development. For example, current 
legislation prohibits the County Council from building additional state schools –any new scheme would consequently 
have to rely on an academy business independently providing new schools – with no assurance that appropriate 
schools would actually be provided in time. Primary schools in the area affected are already oversubscribed. - the 
additional road traffic impact (from increased the number of residents and business activity) is offset through enhanced 
road capacity and traffic management. Road traffic in the town is already a major problem –with traffic congestion 
increasing journey times at peak hours and exacerbating the town’s pre-existing pollution problem (the latter occurring 
partly as a consequence of the town’s topography). It would also be important that any changes to the road 
infrastructure do not themselves degrade the physical and living environment of the area and that consideration is 
given to how car use could be replaced with more environmentally sustainable modes of transport to access the town 
and the environs. - the potential for additional flooding risk is also taken into account. The Chess and its tributaries are 
slow moving rivers prone to flooding as a consequence of run-off. Any extension to the built environment, if not 
addressed, will increase flooding risks. - residents as a whole demonstrably benefit from the additional development 
through appropriate use of planning gain. The CLP envisages that this would be best secured through the formulation 
of a Neighbourhood Plan that would take a long term view on future development in the town. By comparison to other 
similar towns in Chiltern and neighbouring Districts, Chesham is not prospering as much as it should be despite its many 
apparent positive attributes including Tube access to and from London and the pedestrianised high street. A 
Neighbourhood plan would enable the proceeds of a Community Infrastructure Levy (on the proposed settlement 
extension) to be directed towards the revitalisation of the town including improving local amenities, townscape and the 
commercial/retail offer of the high street area. We recognise that the planning gain would most likely be optimised 
through working with a single developer on the edge-of-town site. However, town centre development should be 
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undertaken by a housing association to ensure that the most pressing need for affordable housing are met and met 
definitively.  

Rep4041 Mr 
Ian Bayliss 

Question 1 - comments on draft HEDNA. For Gerards Cross we need to come to a compromise between large and 
expensive houses currently being given permission, we need more reasonably priced houses and not necessarily 
appartments. I understand that nationally, greedy property developers are sitting on many thousands of plots with 
planning permission which could solve the problem. These should be made to move forward with the construction and 
if they don't then massive financial penatlties should be applied. The HEDNA calculation should be calculated 
individually for each district as they all have very different needs. The need calculations are not reliable and it is not 
certain that Gerrards Cross requires extra housing. The assumption that people need to live where they work is flawed. 
The UK work force needs flexibility to move between jobs in a vibrant economy. Nobody has a job for life in one place 
any more. The trend to home working should also be taken into consideration. Question 2 - comments on draft HELAA 
If smaller units were built on available land then the total would be greater and Green Belt land would not need to be 
allocated for development. Question 3 - existing sites not identified? I cannot identify any sites in Gerrards Cross. 
Question 4 - approach of Joint Local Plan Joint Local Plan Vision should have the following objectives: Improved design 
of all development, enhancement of local character, respect Conservation Areas, better and improved infrastructure 
and faster broadband. The main issues facing Gerrards Cross are: Lack of medical facilities ie a surgery. Lack of Primary 
and Secondary School places. Overstretched infrastructure, roads, drains and parking. Question 5 - spatial strategy I 
prefer option A as long as infrastructure considerations are taken into account - see later. Question 6 - comments on 
individual options None of the parcels of land identified for development are acceptable and it says so in the reports 
that have been issued. The Town Council has prepared a detailed explanation of why these are not acceptable and 
viable. I fully agree with all their arguments. Question 7 - unmet needs Aylesbury Vale has spare capacity for extra 
housing and should be encouraged to take some, if not all, of the SBDC’s total. Question 8 - afffordable housing 
Remove the Right to Buy for all Housing Association properties. The best properties have been bought and it is 
impossible, due to high local prices, to replace them. Question 9 - gypsies I am extremely upset that gypsies can move 
around at will, camp on private land, do what they like and never pay taxes. I feel no obligation to look after their needs 
at all - if they want help then they should conform to he normal standards of our society. However, if something has to 
be done then there shoud be infilling where appropriate within existing lawful traveller sites, and others should be 
removed from the Green Belt. Question 10 - elderly accomodation Specialist accommodation for older people requiring 
care is obvioulsy required. The idea of including such accomodation in larger housing developments is a goood idea for 
the county. Gerrards Cross has a lot of elderly accommodation but this is very expensive. I suggest smaller, purpose 
built properties, for independent living, where care can be provided by outside agencies visiting on a daily basis. 
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Question 11 - heritage strategy The question of preserving the ponds on the common, old and sometimes neglected 
houses, trees and open spaces should be taken seriously for obvious reasons. Question 12 - unprotected local 
unprotected heritage assets The Gerrards Cross Town Council has a list of assets that need to be protected and I agree 
with the list. Question 13 - local green space designations The footpaths over wapseys wood waste dump and the 
bridleway from the camp to Bulstrood need to be reinstated. Question 14 - Nominations for local measures I personally 
very much value having a funnctioning town centre, the cinema, train station, library, good quality shops (no more 
charity shops!), smaller service firms. I also rely on the Town Council, the Memorial Centre and others. The ponds have 
to be protected as well as the whole of the common in general. Lastly, I value the natural boundaries created by the 
Green Belt. Question 15 - scope of policies in appendix 7 Any developments in the Gerrards Cross area should be in 
keeping with the existing landscape / townscape. Question 16 - Infrastructure The infrastructure is totally inadequate in 
Gerrards Cross. It is not obvious how any proposed development address the lack of doctor surgery, schools, drainage, 
water supply, pot holes, congestion, broken pavements, parking, no seats available on the trains to london, etc. - the 
list is endless ! More effort needs to be put into planning enforcement and tree protection as currently these 
departments are undermanned and not enforcing agreed planning requirements. Question 17 - any other points The 
green belt has to be protected at all costs and the parcels of land identified for development in Gerrards Cross are not 
suitable . Urban sprawl has to be stopped and browwnfield sites used more intelligently. Gerrards Cross is already 
expanding too fast for the infrastructure to cope. 

Rep4043 
Eileen Catlin 

I understand that Chiltern District Council is in consultation about its Local Plan for Little Chalfont and I would like to 
make you aware of my concerns: • 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. There is no mandate for 'relaxing' 
such regulations and therefore any such development would be in contravention of local and national policy. Green 
Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of reserve building 
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', much appreciated by local residents and visitors to 
the area. I cannot understand why a Council would wish to destory this. • The land noted is suggested for housing. Any 
additional housing and/or industrial development would be detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont Village. Whilst being a resident over the past 5 years, the Village has already grown in almost 300 homes (253 
in Bell Lane and 45 behind Chenies Parade). I also understand that Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. a 12.4% 
increase) of new housing compared to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham a 5.3% increase, Chesham 4.0% 
and Chalfont St Peter 7.7%). While I welcome the development of 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 
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Chalfont, particularly as we have already taken a high number of new developments. • Infrastructure - Additional 
housing will severely overload the local infrastructure. The Local Plan documentation does not take into account the 
requirement for new roads, schools, shops, parking for those shops, Doctors’ and Dentists’ Surgeries, utilities etc. 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 must 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.  

Rep4044 Mr 
Raymond 
Smith 

ref/green belt land parcel 69. i am writing to oppose consideration of developing green belt lane to the rear of my 
property. any consideration should take into account the destruction of woodland with many types of trees and 
wildlife. we also have running streams with newts frogs and other animals the lay of the land would be very difficault to 
build anything on especially when you have electricity pylons running through the land, in any case of build it would be 
a very expensive so don’t know why you would waste money on considering this possible land development we also 
have the main drainage from the roads going to the rear streams so major drainage works would need to be done to 
divert the rain water , also the noise levels would be to high for new homes, surly you wouldent build affordable 
housing for young famililys with high pollution /noise/and electricity pylons in your gardens,,you should be looking at 
flat sites /preferby brownfield with easy access to roads and schools, 

  

Rep4045 Edna 
Little 

I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road Great Missenden should be made available for residential 
development because a valuable village facility will be lost together with a loss of local jobs.We are already loosing 
many local amenities, we cannot loose more! There are so many cars in the area we NEED the garage to take care of 
them. Wicks garage should not be included in the HELAA sites deemed suitable for development.  

  

Rep4046 Ms 
Gloria Deacon 

Further to Q2 of Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options 
(Jan-Mar 2016). We are totally AGAINST the proposal to redevelope the Great Missenden Garage (Wicks Garage, 
Rignall Road) site. Wicks Garage provides a much used service to the local community and should, therefore, not be 
included in HELAA sites put forward. We have not been able to open the consultation documents - states 'page not 
available' but observed the following sites whilst walking to the village yesterday: 1. The old police station & care home 
2. The George public house 3. The Station Garage 4. Large 'green' area opposite the entrance to Missenden Abbey 

  

Rep4047 Mr 
Andrew Reid 

I am writing to object to the site known as Wicks Garage in Great Missenden being made available for housing 
development under version 3 of your draft housing and economic land availability assessment. Whilst it may be the 
case that designating the land as suitable for residential development does not mean that the freeholders will have to 
use the land for such a purpose it does nevertheless in practice mean that the present usage will be closed down so 
that the freeholder can realise the vastly increased value of the land once it is reclassified as for residential use. Great 
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Missenden Garage - and before that the garage run by Mr. Wicks - have traded there for many years and provide a 
most valuable facility for the local and wider community. My wife and I have used it for well over 20 years, for the early 
part of which I commuted daily into London and left my car all day for servicing whilst travelling by train from the 
station just 5 minutes walk away. Many other local people did - and still do - the same thing. It is a most conveniently-
located facility offering a very good service and staffed by experienced, competent and friendly people. In more recent 
times, my wife in particular has taken her car in for attention at a fixed time and for a known duration and has walked 
into Great Missenden to shop - something she would not ordinarily do as Great Misenden is by no means our nearest 
shopping facility. Princes Risborough is far nearer for us. The closure of the garage would consequently have a knock-on 
effect that would counter the benefit to local traders of more housing if other garage users are like her. Whilst I 
recognise the need for ever more housing in this already highly populated area, I do not agree that the closing of a 
much-used and essential local business is the right way to go about it. By not designating this land as appropriate for 
residential development, the Council will demonstrate that it recognises the benefits to the local community of this 
facility in its present convenient location. Many village communities are suffering now from the closure of local 
facilities such as this garage, with centres like High Wycombe and Aylesbury bejng encouraged by planning authorities 
to supplant such small local traders with large conglomerate entities many miles from those local communities. By not 
allocating this site for residential use, the Council will be recognising that local communities need and deserve the 
continuation of such well-run and viable entities and will demonstrate its determination to protect them for future 
generations. I urge the Council to re-think its proposed designation of this site and maintain the planning status as it 
presently is. 

Rep4048 Mrs 
Carline Rouse 
Councillor 
Chiltern 
District 
Council 

Q1. I note that the South Bucks DC area has a greater projected demand for new dwellings than the Chiltern DC area. I 
would expect this to be reflected in the Local Plan so that sites for building are located proportionately. Q2. Within 
Chalfont St Giles, the only site identified in the HELAA (site ref 0219) is unsuitable for development. It is currently in use 
as a car park which is a vital requirement for supporting the small businesses on the village high street; the area is 
subject to regular flooding, making it extremely risky to build any dwellings or businesses at ground level; and it is in 
the HS2 safeguarded area, meaning development is highly unlikely to be achievable within the timescale of the Local 
Plan. In addition, there is significant resistance from residents to development in this area of the village and across the 
two sections (upper and lower) of Stone Meadow. Q3. There is no appetite among Chalfont St Giles residents and the 
Parish Council to lose or re-site the village's open spaces or sports / leisure provision, which are in regular use. Note 
that the area highlighted on p.40 of the Issues and Options document is not a built up area and is part of the green 
space between Chalfont St Giles and Amersham/ Coleshill, required to prevent the cohesion of these settlements. Q4. 
No comments Q5. All these options should be considered, but options A, C and D should be prioritised over option E, to 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

880 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

preserve the special character of the Chilterns villages and to concentrate development as much as possible around rail 
stations (including Crossrail) or motorway access points. Chalfont St Giles itself does not have any suitable sites for 
large scale development - it is, after all, a small village with a number of buildings of historic importance. It is 
surrounded by other small villages and hamlets such as Jordans and Seer Green and its green belt protections are vital 
to prevent their amalgamation into a 'Chalfonts conurbation'. Some sensitive in-filling is a better way to increase the 
housing stock in the area, in consultation with the Parish Council's planning committee. It is clearly vital that the Duty 
to Cooperate is pursued with neighbouring districts, given the constraints on land use within Chiltern. Q6. The 
constraints of development around Chalfont St Giles are clear. It is vital to protect the green fields that separate the 
villages in this area, to preserve their special character. A number of residents have discussed with me the need for 
more small 'starter homes' for families, and the recent housing development at Lapraik Grove has been cited as a good 
example of sensitive building and sensible provision of the right size and type to meet the village's needs. A similar 
development in the next field, further along Bowstridge Lane, could be considered to meet the need for key worker or 
affordable housing / starter homes. The existing development remains in Green Belt land and I understand it was 
permitted following a rural exception to allow building there. Something similar would be much more acceptable to 
residents - and would be more in line with the type of housing needed - than a large scale housing estate on the edge 
of the village. Q7. It is obviously difficult to predict unmet need given outstanding issues such as the EU referendum, 
and the unpredictability of the impact of HS2 on the local Housing Market. A key factor will be the type of housing 
needed. We have a critical need for affordable housing and housing suitable for elderly people - these are the type of 
homes that must be provided. Increasing the number of large 'executive-type' homes is an inefficient use of the 
precious supply of land we have, and attracts people from outside the area such as London-based commuters. Our 
priority must be to provide starter homes, and sheltered accommodation or care homes for older residents. Q8. This is 
a national issue and one that will be hard to address through a single local plan. However, the Councils could look at 
purchasing some land with a view to having some control over the type of housing to be built there. They could also 
review an exceptions policy to allow affordable housing to be built in certain places under certain circumstances - as at 
Lapraik Grove in Chalfont St Giles.Q9. From my discussions with residents, there is very little appetite for new locations 
to be found for these communities. It is clearly better for social cohesion within these groups to plan to grow existing 
sites where needed, rather than to find new sites - particularly when there is clearly an exceptional level of demand for 
land across the two districts, and such constraints on supply.Q10. There is a clear and growing need for homes in this 
sector. The Local Plan must address the related infrastructure needs, including access to GP surgeries, nursing care, 
nearby shops, and a suitable bus provision between the homes and key amenities such as hospitals.Q11. For the plan to 
be consistent with NPPF guidelines, the full range of heritage assets must be protected - this includes conservation 
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areas, listed buildings, monuments, registered parks and gardens, below-ground assets and land form features. This is 
particularly relevant in the Chilterns area, owing to the green belt and AONB designations and their contribution to the 
specific character of the villages and towns in this part of the country - and the leisure facility and clean air functions 
they perform for London and other large settlements nearby (eg, Reading, High Wycombe, Milton Keynes).Q12. The 
following should be protected on the basis of heritage:The Conservation Area in the centre of Chalfont St GilesThe 
Chalfont St Giles Parish Church The fields around the Chiltern Way walk, specifically the section that leads from the 
Chiltern Open Air Museum to the Chalfont St Giles Parish Church The sight-lines across fields to the Chalfont St Giles 
Parish Church, from Chalfont St Peter in the south and Amersham in the northChalfont GroveThe Grade 2 listed granary 
on Bottom House Farm Lane, CSGMiltons Cottage, CSGThe buildings in Jordans associated with the Quaker 
movementAll other buildings and features listed in the Chalfont St Giles parish council's submission, which is a sensible 
and comprehensive list.Q13. I would repeat the list provided by Chalfont St Giles Parish Council, which has my full 
support. The fields separating Chalfont St Giles from Chalfont St Peter in particular are crucial for retaining the 
separation of the villages, with their distinct characteristics and features.Q14. The Jordans Village Neighbourhood 
PlanThe Chalfont St Giles Neighbourhood Plan is still being drafted but will be relevant to later iterations of the Local 
Plan.Q15. No commentsQ16. There are clear physical and heritage constraints to any significant development in 
Chalfont St Giles. There are already challenging levels of demand being made on our infrastructure, and the 
development proposed at Newlands Park will increase these demands. Our schools are overk- subscribed - I live well 
within CSG, but my son was given a place at Robertswood School, CSP, because the CSG village school was full. The GP 
surgery struggles to cope with demand. The roads, particularly the A413, are already inadequate and cannot handle the 
amount of traffic that uses them daily. Car parking in the village is already a struggle, and a reduction in car parking at 
Blizzards Yard coupled with an increase in population would be devastating for local businesses. The only realistic 
options for local planners are to pursue the Duty to Cooperate with neighbouring districts, and to concentrate 
development within the district around settlements with more robust and varied infrastructure, e.g. railway stations 
and/or motorway access, supermarkets, secondary schools and leisure facilities such as cinemas, sports centres and 
theatres.Q17. Again, I would support all the points raised by CSG parish council in their submission under this point. I 
would also add that we offer up green belt land for development at our peril - our HS2 position draws heavily on 
protection of the AONB and the value of such designations (Cheryl Gillan MP said, on 15/7/15, "all environmental 
protections [would] become worthless" if HS2 were to go ahead through the AONB) - we can't say on the one hand that 
we want to uphold these protections in Chiltern District, and on the other that we're happy to surrender green belt 
land for development when it suits us. Let us remember that Local Government minister Marcus Jones MP was clear, as 
recently as 3 December 2015, that the green belt is "sacrosanct", to use his words, and that it is to be protected in all 
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but extreme circumstances. We must heed the warning of the Environment Agency regarding flooding of the River 
Misbourne. I attended an Environment Select Committee meeting at BCC at the end of 2015. The effect that the 2014 
floods had on Buckinghamshire residents was devastating, and continues to be so. The additional cost to local and 
national government in terms of dealing with the damage at the time, and offering financial assistance to those who 
now struggle to insure their homes against flooding, is considerable to say the least. To build in this area with the flood 
risk so keen would be grossly irresponsible and would naturally invite flood problems for the future.We need a 
comprehensive picture of exactly what is due to happen to the land between Amersham and Chalfont St Giles. That 
area - a flood plain - is currently under threat from the preparation works for HS2, and from the proposed Waste 
Transfer Station at the London Road Depot. There is a real risk of planning blight on this land, and the Local Plan must 
address this by providing a rational plan, preferably by protecting the land at ground level.Proposed development on 
land in neighbouring villages must also be considered in the light of the impact on Chalfont St Giles. Any proposed 
development in Chalfont St Peter, particularly the Chalfont Common area, will clearly lead to additional pressure on 
local resources and amenities in this area. Pressure on schools, GP surgeries, parks and particularly roads, will increase 
significantly in CSG if development in goes ahead in addition to that at Newlands Park, and as yet I am unaware of any 
plan to provide these services.It remains crucial to protect the area around the Chiltern Way path. In Chalfont St Giles 
particularly, the section of the path that leads from the Chiltern Open Air Museum to the parish church crosses the 
fields which provide the open space between CSG and CSP - this separation must be respected and maintained, in 
keeping with the green belt principle of preventing amalgamation of settlements. 

Rep4049 Mr 
Elias 
Lemoniais 

I am a pupil at Little Chlafont Primary school in year 6 I oppose the local development plan. The main reason is that our 
village has had a lot of development for its size and we should be protecting our precious countryside for future 
generations. I am 11 years old and have already seen our village become much busier and our resources are under 
pressure. My friends have found it difficult to get their brothers and sisters into our school and the traffic is getting 
worse making it dangerous for us to cycle to school. I think it is our right to have access to open green spaces for 
exercising and enjoying fresh air. Also to help our minds stay healthy because walking in the countryside is good for our 
wellbeing. Please do not take this away from us. You need to protect our Green Belt land and not remove it’s 
protections under the Green Belt Laws. PTO Also we don’t have enough parking, doctors, dentist, school places in our 
village for the people who lie here now. If you give away our countryside to developers this will make everything worse. 
The pollution will get worse, destroying what’s left of the fresh air we breathe. You will be destroying wildlife habitats 
and adding to Global Warming this is a long time disaster. I am young and I think about what will happen in the future 
and it scares me to think you want to destroy our countryside just like the developers do with the rainforests of the 
world. We studied this in school and now you plan to do the same thing here to our woods and countryside. just like 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

883 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

you let the HS2 be built. Please, please think of our futures and do not allow this to happen.  

Rep4050 Mr 
Donald Sillars 

If considerable new housing is required then build a new town or two in areas which will not affect the locals. There is 
lots of room still in the UK. Continuing to build London and the South East is madness. The Green Belt was created to 
avoid continuous expansion of London and must not be changed. We live in an Area of Outstanding Beauty and that 
would be destroyed. The best view in the entire Chess Valley is overlooking the lake from the public footpath at the 
bottom of Latimer House. This will vanish. Little Chalfont is a small village with very limited facilities. It is currently very 
difficult to park by the shops. More people will make it near impossible. The roads in this area are known as "The 
Lanes" as they are very narrow with high hedges both sides. This includes 'A' roads and they are all in a very bad state 
of repair. Traffic is already intolerable and will become much worse with a concommitant increase in accidents. Medical 
Centres, Hospitals, Care Homes and Schools are already struggling with the current number of residents. 

  

Rep4051 Mr 
John Williams 

Chalfont St Peter has already undertaken new development exceeding its fair allocation. Flooding and drainage are 
problems in the area Green belt principles should be adhered to Schools, medical facilities, traffic, parking, etc. are 
already near capacity and any further development will have serious consequences in this already squeezed Village. 
The area defined for industrial development to the east of the A413 is an important green area and separates 
neighbouring built up areas and is valued by residents. Part of this area has already been turned down for 
development. The preserved trees within this area should remain preserved. The area is also an important green area 
for biodiversity and environmental priorities. There already seems to be a surplus of office space in 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.  

Rep4052 Mr 
Stephen Grave 

I wish to register in the most strongest way my objection to your proposed plans to damage the whole Little Chalfont 
way of life by your ill-conceived plans to build several hundred new homes in the area. Putting aside the whole issue 
that we do not have the infrastructure to cope with the influx of people and the pressure this would have on schools, 
parking, public transport and the inevitable increase in road traffic (already a blight with the A404 through the village), 
you seem to ignore some fundamental protective planning laws. Much of the land around the village is designated Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Furthermore there was a good reason for creating The Green Belt, to ensure urban 
spread did not occur. To attempt to effectively join up Amersham, Little Chalfont and Chorleywood will destroy the 
very fabric of that principle. Little Chalfont has already taken a greater percentage share of new housing in Bell Lane 
and Burtons Lane than other local districts, so far within its existing boundaries. Those who make such decisions within 
the local authority should hold their heads in shame in allowing such a proposal to be put forward purely in the interest 
of meeting some governmental targets for increasing housing due to their inability to curb the growth in immigration. 

  

Rep4053 
Jenny Easter 

I wish to protest against the development of green belt land in and around Little Chalfont. There are many reasons why 
I think this is an inappropriate development for the area but my main concerns are: 1. There is inadequate 
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infrastructure in the area to cope with the planned influx of population 2. This area is like a green jewel close to London 
and we should keep it as such as it is far more benefit to the country as a whole to keep to already established planning 
guidelines. Strict planning laws are one of the things that have made England a great place to live. Take away the green 
belt and areas of outstanding natural beauty and you have a concrete conurbation which could be anywhere (horrible) 
in the world I do hope these proposals will be rejected out of hand so that we can ALL continue to enjoy the legacy of 
beautiful undeveloped countryside.  

Rep4054 Mr 
Stanley 
Vaughan 

The Epilepsy Site The plans for this site are completely unsustainable. Narrow Lanes. No bus service worth talking 
about. Too far to walk to amenities, rail stations. Any development would be car dependant. The planned development 
would almost double the size of Chalfont St Peter. New schools, new doctors, new shops etc would be required./ 
Chalfont St Peter alreaqdy has had more than its fair share of new development. There are other parts of the District 
thatare significantly more sustainable and approprioate 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.  

Rep4055 Mrs 
Catrin Thomas 

Question 1 With respect to the draft HEDNA for South Bucks I would like to question the accuracy of the estimates 
included in the exercise. There are many examples of over-estimation of demand - for example - the amount of waste 
estimated to support the business case for the incinerator in Beaconsfield, which simply was significantly overstated. 
Have there beena robust exercise to look at natural bias and overstatement. The demand number is central to then the 
subsequent question of supply and so its critical this is scrutinised as the implications are for more green belt land 
being given over to development that needed. Question 2 Review of the documentation indicates that for many spaces 
being put forward as part of the review for Phase 1 have already been removed (or specfically not recommended for 
further consideration) from the original long list of land as part of the work performed by Arups, who are a recognised 
expert in this area and were employed because of their experience and expertise by the Council. To go against 
professional, expert advice seems inconsistent with the Council's obligations to themselves be professional and to look 
after its citizens. The resaons why these parcels have been added back in for consideration is unclear and does not 
appear to be performed in a consistent, equitable manner. Question 4 I do not understand why the national highways 
agency think the M25 needs another service station to be located between the M4 and the M40. For many years the 
M25 survived with limited services and the addition on the one in Surrey has provided additional cover. In this section 
commuters have the options of services in Heston or Reading on the M4, the new services in Beaconsfield on the M40. 
Question 5 Option A is the sensible option to consider as the priority where existing brown land can we re-purposed to 
deliver increased dwelling densities. Furthermore given the cross rail works running through Iver and the planned HS2 
development I strongly advocate investigating increased housing/business closely with the increased infrastructures 
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and commuter connectivity being built . Question 6 Green Belt Parcel 47b Only the area west of Beaconsfield Golf Club 
is recommended by Arups for potential release. The rest of the land scoring significantly in the Green belt tests with 
strong scores (3/5) for both limiting residential sprawl of built up areas and preventing neighbouring towns from 
merging. For the test of safeguarding the countryside from encroachement the land scored a very strong 4/5. Arup 
clearly have made the case that this land, apart from the exception, noted above is fulfilling a strong fuction as green 
belt land and it should remain to do so. In detail the relevant Green belts tests are: 1) Prevents the outward sprawl of a 
large built- up area into open land, and serves as a barrier at the edge of a large built- up area in the absence of 
another durable boundary. Arup's expert conclusion was the land parcel is connected to the large built-up areas of 
Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross at its western and eastern edges, 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 and scored 3/5. 2) Prevents development that would result in merging of or 
significant erosion of gap between neighbouring settlements, including ribbon development along transport corridors 
that link settlements. Arup's expert conclusion was the parcel forms the whole of the wider gap between the non-
Green Belt settlements of Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross, as well as part of the narrow gap between Beaconsfield and 
Seer Green. 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 far eastern and 
western areas of the parcel are less important for preventing the coalescence of settlements. Again this was scored 
3/5.To the latter point, I strongly think that any consideration to develop on the far eastern areas of the land within 
Gerrards Cross would create ribbon development along the A40 and reduce the gap in settlement which has already 
occurred with Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter. Elsewhere in their report, Arup note that Gerrards Cross 
settlement has weak boundaries and so we much remain firm in not allowing the settlement to sprawl. 3) Protects the 
openness of the countryside and is least covered by development. Arup's expert conclusion was that ess than 5% is 
covered by built form and, overall, the land parcel maintains a very open and rural character with very little 
encroachment. Much of the remainder of the parcel consists of large arable and grazing fields and dense woodland. 
This was scored 4/5.To supplement Arups expert opinion I wanted to note the following: The land bordering on the 
Gerrard Cross side is fully working arable farm land, with regular crops grown every year or the land being used by 
livestock. It creates a natural boundary for Gerrards Cross as the west of the settlement areas. The views of the rolling 
fields on the left hand side of the A40 as you enter towards Gerrards Cross from Beaconsfield do create a natural break 
to the village. Similarly, the views back across from Bull Lane indicate the natural boundary of the village to the 
countryside.In addition to the expert views of Arup that this land was fully functioning green belt land and should not 
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be recommended for future consideration for development. I also wanted to draw your attention to other important 
and relevant factors that further support the view that any development would not be a viable solution for the Council, 
as one needs to also consider the impact of increased dwelling volumes on the already creaking infrastrcture in 
Gerrards Cross. Examples include:Schools - Already the local schools are limited in space for the existing population and 
many included our first child have had to travel to other local primary schools inlcuding Jordans and Chalfont St Peter, 
putting additional strain on their resources. At a secondary school level the situation is even more extreme with 
significant pressures on the local grammar schools and Chalfont Community College to provide sufficient capacity for 
our children's education.Medical - there is no doctors surgery in Gerrards Cross so residents need to travel to Chalfont 
or Beaconsfield or further afield.Roads and traffic - traffic around Bull lane during rush hours is a nightmare. Bull lane 
servcs not only the residents but also access to the farmland for tractors, 2 private schools and the local tennis club. In 
addition it is also a well known cut through to access to other schools and the Chalfont St Peter area which avoids the 
high street on Gerrards Cross. The road itself is very narrow and winding, including many sections where there is no 
footpath. Putting additional traffic volumes on to this road would be unsafe to residents and drivers alike.Additionally, 
any new significant access points on to the A40 would deteriorate the flow of this key arterial road between Gerrards 
Cross and Beaconsfield and beyond.Railway - the station at Gerrards Cross is now very busy at peak times with many 
having to stand on both journeys to their place of work and back. In addition parking spaces are full with often long 
queue forming in the evenings as commuters drive home.Green Belt Parcel 69As in the example above parcel for 47b, 
Arup's considered and expert conclusion for this parcel was to not recommend it for further consideration for 
development. With its Green Belt assessment also scoring highly.Again it is difficult to understand why the Council is 
rejecting these expet conclusions.The infrastructure issues noted above for Gerrards Cross (ie lack of school capacity, 
doctor centres, are also very relevant for consideration on this parcel. Question 16I welcome the Council's Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study. Certainly for Gerrards Cross the current infrastructure is poor given the size of the 
community and matters need to be addressed as the community continues to grow. Implemented properly a CIL could 
be viable. 

Rep4056 Mr 
Alec Thomas 

Re proposed panning changes in the Little Chalfont area Firstly and foremost I am appalled by the whole proposal 
regarding both the proposed areas for development (residential and industrial) and the suggested release of the Green 
Belt zones in the area (Stoney Lane and Lodge Lane/Roughwood Lane areas). Areas of concern: Green Belt area around 
Stoney Lane and Lodge Lane/Roughwood Lane areas. This Green Belt area was set up to protect and stop the sprawl of 
urbanization and ensure quality of the air for the area and for London. London’s air already fails to meet the required 
standard, a reduction in the Green belt will only exacerbates the situation. Using Lodge Lane / Roughwood Lane as a 
natural barrier is absurd, it is not a natural barrier as defined by the guidelines (major read/ rail line) and Roughwood 
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Lane is a single track with limited passing places frequently blocked by the current level of traffic let alone what would 
happen if any development was done in the local area. During the works around the railway line with a minimal 
increase in local traffic, accidents occurred on Lodge lane due to the restricted visibility and road width of the area 
around the railway bridge over Lodge Lane. The restriction of the bridge makes it impossible to widen the road. The 
Green Belt was also designed to prevent the sprawl of urban areas, preventing neighboring areas merging, safeguard 
the countryside and keep the special character of the area. The proposed development increases the development of 
the area by approx. 50% that will kill the character and feel of this area. To be clear the proposed development around 
Little Chalfont will destroy the area both in terms of community and its natural beauty hence the areas being 
designated Green Belt and AONB. I am opposed to any changes to the Green Belt status (inc AONB) – these were put in 
place for good reasons and these reasons still apply/valid today. I am also opposed to any development that is 
proposed in the current document – it will destroy the community feel, the infra-structure is wholly inadequate to 
handle any more after the recent building development is completed. 

Rep4057 Mr 
Luke Stevens 
Rep4065 Mr 
Paul Stevens 

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 

 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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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 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 
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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. 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 
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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. 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). 

Rep4058 Lisa 
Warren 

I would like to register my objection to Westwood park being used for housing development. As a family we enjoy the 
park for may recreational activities including walking my dog every day, netball, running and football training. My 
teenager son has been a member of Westwood park football team for the past 4 years. Each Saturday there are over 
100 children getting valuable exercise and learning valuable life skills from working as part of a team. Having 3 
teenagers, this is so important in today’s society to keep them out of trouble as well as giving them something to look 
forward to and enjoy as a whole family. My 12 year old daughter also began her football career at Westwood park 
football club, and is now both a county player and has progressed to become a member of the girls Milton Keynes FA’s 
Centre of Excellence. Having a local park is still a key part of her daily training programme, as she uses it for cross 
country running training, netball training as well as football training .As she progresses with her football career having a 
local place she can train, will become increasingly important. I urge you to reconsider giving up such a well used and 
loved park that is used by so many residents both young and old.  

  

Rep4059 Mr 
Yogini Morarji 

I am writing to submit my objection to the proposed development in Beaconsfield on the practical grounds of: Already 
overdeveloped with granting of over-sized extensions on properties and large new-build in small spaces changing the 
character of what used to be a beautiful historic market town. Parking in residential streets in the Old town is 
untenable, to not have space to park in the road where one resides is an affront considering the amount of council tax 
we pay. Injury to insult has been evident in the increase in council tax imposed this year. Traffic is a problem and 
congestion during commuter time has increased exponentially. It can take 15 -20 minutes to drive from Old town 
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roundabout to junction 2 on the M40 and 15 minutes to get to the Pyebush roundabout. The same is true to get to out 
Holtspur or Amersham. In short all roads into and out of Beaconsfield fully congested. Travelling on the public transport 
is very limited with infrequent buses and longer journey times. Rail travel in prohibitively expensive for daily commute 
except for the high-earners working in London. Residents working in the public sectors cannot afford the fares or time 
taken to travel to work place. e.g 2 hour 20 minute commute each way to Stoke Mandeville Hospital in Aylesbury is not 
practical, in fact not possible with shift work. Infrastructure as it stands is already under stress are water and waste; 
other parts of England considered less wealthy than South Bucks provide better services in these functions e.g 
Leicestershire, West Midlands to name a few. GP provision is not adequate as the population stands and it is not 
acceptable to expect residents to seek private GP and dental services as not all of Beaconsfield residents are high 
income earners. Hospitals are already over stretched and services worse than 2 years, now having to wait 7 months for 
specialist referral to NHS hospital. The new proposed development is going to cause a strain in the economy, I would 
like the planners to state where new sustainable jobs will be created. Granted there will be developers and builders, 
not local ones I would guess, who will then move on. This will people working further afield and even more congestion 
on roads. Planners need to explain what is meant by affordable housing and who it is targeted to. As it stands 
Beaconsfield property prices are high and affordable to a select group who contribute to the tax system and pay for 
councils services. Without sustainable job creation how is the increased population from increased development pay 
for local services. Other considerations are destruction of ancient woods and aesthetics of what is termed as an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. How long that remains true is questionable.  

settlements.  

Rep4060 Mr 
Ian Bartlett 
Committee 
Member 
(Website) 
Chesham and 
District 
Transport 
Users 

CDTUG is concerned about the impact of the potential residential and employment development on transport 
infrastructure in Chesham and surrounding areas. At peak times, roads into and out of Chesham can become almost 
gridlocked with trips taking longer than they should and the related negative impact on environment in terms of air 
pollution, noise and visual intrusion is significant. Public transport, especially bus services, in Chesham and the 
surrounding areas is not to a standard which would make it a viable alternative for car users, so we would be keen to 
understand what actions on public transport are proposed to help mitigate against future traffic volumes. In Chesham 
itself, improved bus services into the town centre from the surrounding estates have the potential to considerably 
reduce traffic volumes. CDTUG understands that public transport is within the remit of Buckinghamshire County 
Council, rather than District Councils, so would like assurance that co-ordinated discussions are taking place, and will 
continue to do so, with BCC about how services can be developed to ensure traffic volumes are minimised. Details of 
these discussions, perhaps made public via the Chesham and District Transport Users Group would be appreciated. On 
a related issue, the rail service to Chesham provided by London Underground will need improvement in order to meet 
the demands of additional residential and employed population. It is positive to see that London Underground is now 
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committed to the Chesham service and has included the line in its upgrade plans. However, the current service 
frequency is not consistent with what is offered on most of the Underground network and this will need to be 
improved if future traffic levels are projected to increase significantly. In order for this to be addressed, some 
infrastructure improvements to the Chesham branch are required; this could be for the line to be double-tracked 
throughout, for a track loop to be installed enabling two trains to pass, or for signalling improvements (and a second 
platform at Chesham built) to be delivered which would enable trains to be 'flighted' (i.e. one behind another) on the 
branch line. The current service pattern of trains calling at all stations into London during off peak periods is also 
inppropriate considering the distances travelled which makes the service a very unattractive proposition for some. The 
result is that residents of Chesham often drive to Amersham or Berkhamsted and use the faster train services available 
from those stations. This does nothing to reduce traffic on local roads and would be a quick win in terms of mitigation 
against effects of increased traffic on local roads. Again, CDTUG understands that this is a responsibility of 
Buckinghamshire County Council, and would like to understand what is being done in terms of liaison and co-operation 
between BCC and District Councils to ensure these issues are addressed in a co-ordinated way. This needs to be 
thoroughly considered in advance of approving any land for development. Please see our website at - www.cdtug.org - 
for more information about the work of Chesham and District Transport Users Group. 

Rep4062 
Sandra Wright 

I am responding to the proposed planning time table.2017-2020. the potential large development behind Brushwood 
Road hp53dw and around Brushwood school.this is one of the few open green spaces available to residents of Hilltop.it 
would be of great harm to the area. the infrastruture in the field behind brushwood road is not suitable and we suffer 
frequently from flooding /drainage problems. A developement of this size would merge the area in to an exceptionally 
large development ie hilltop to Nashleigh hill .and beyond There aren’t at present enough schools for children in 
Chesham particulary secondary schools the town having just 2 and the obvious site .Ie the old Cestrium school at the 
top of Nashliegh hill been developed for housing The Metropolitain Line can not cope with the increase in vast numbers 
of Commuters on the existing shuttle service. There is also the issue of One road going through Chesham town centre 
which frequently become gridlocked at the slightest problem. I agree that there will have to be development but feel 
that for the good of the town the way forward would be to have more smaller sites developed with mixed housing.this 
would enable the town to grow.in a way that would be beneficial to both residents and the enviroment.and 
importantly for our children.  

  

Rep4063 Mr 
Kyzys Lipinski 
Site 
Management 

Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, 
on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint 
Local Plan process? Response: No objections to the concept of “Best Fit”. However, this approach will need continuous 
monitoring to ensure that there is no undue delay in preparing the New Local Plan, due to potential conflicts between 
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Consultants 
Ltd. on behalf 
of Mrs Sukhijt 
Atkar 

neighbouring authorities housing needs.There is a housing crises which has to be met. There should be no delay in 
establishing the housing needs for the two Districts and working in a pro –active manner to meeting that need through 
the Local Plan. Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included 
sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? Response: Land at Copperkins 
Lane identified in the HEELA as site CD0106 is available and deliverable by 2036 and will provide much needed general 
housing or specialist assisted living for our aging population. It is considered that the council has taken the correct 
approach to take the site forward for further evaluation notwithstanding that it would have been rejected at the first 
stage of the HEELA assessment. 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? Response: No additional comment. 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. Response: Agree in principle with 
the proposed approach. Support the need to review the Green belt to meet the development needs of the two 
Districts. There is no longer sufficient space within existing settlement boundaries to meet all of the Districts housing 
and employment needs. 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? Response: The councils acknowledge that in order to meet their housing and employment needs there must 
be a realistic review of the Green Belt as well as maximising opportunities within existing settlements, but the reality is 
that there is limited capacity within existing settlements to meet those needs. Therefore the councils will have to look 
at a combination of options including the release of green belt sites on the edges of the main settlements, such as 
Amersham and smaller settlements such as Hyde Heath. Options A and B will be undertaken as a matter of course but 
these options will deliver very few opportunities and it is what the councils have been doing historically but it is no 
longer a sustainable approach. Options C, E, I and J are the more likely to deliver the housing and employment needs 
the districts require and are supported in principle. Option I is supported because it acknowledges additional 
development around smaller settlements, which will help spread the development requirements over more 
settlements. This in turn will help the smaller settlements to become more sustainable thereby preserving and 
enhancing existing services and employment opportunities. It will also increase opportunities for local residents to stay 
in the smaller settlements. Option D places too much reliance on other neighbouring authorities to meet the needs of 
Chiltern and South Bucks. Chiltern and South Bucks should aim to meet their own needs and not rely on the duty to co-
operate. Neighbouring authorities especially neighbouring Green Belt authorities are trying to deal with the same 
problems as Chiltern and South Bucks, therefore they cannot be relied upon to meet the needs of Chiltern and South 
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Bucks. Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlement/site options that could 
be part of these options? Response: See question 5 Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of 
unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? Response: Agree that most of the neighbouring Authorities will not have 
capacity to meet the unmet needs of Chiltern and South Bucks. Aylesbury Vale may have some capacity but historically 
they have been unable to deliver the existing housing allocated to that District, therefore they cannot be relied upon to 
meet the additional needs for Chiltern and South Bucks. Chiltern and South Bucks must plan to meet their own housing 
needs within their own administrative areas. Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the 
councils can meet its local affordable housing need? Response: Under the current system for the provision of 
affordable housing, the delivery of affordable housing is strongly linked to the viability of market housing schemes. The 
introduction of low thresholds in order to capture affordable housing on small sites is a disincentive to bring smaller 
sites forward, which historically has been a major source of new housing in both Chiltern and South Bucks districts. In 
order to try and meet the affordable housing needs for the Local Plan area the councils will have to maximise the 
potential delivery of market housing schemes especially on larger sites. In order to do this, the councils will need to 
look at Green Belt releases where the potential for larger scale developments are greatest. Question 9: Do you have 
any comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show people? Response: 
No additional comments. Question 10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly 
accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? Response: Continuing Care Retirement 
Communities is specialist form of housing for the elderly which can provide specialist elderly accommodation to meet 
general and affordable needs. Retirement villages can be a valuable source of housing for the elderly which should be 
encouraged. Apart from providing accommodation for the elderly, these communities can provide other benefits such 
as employment opportunities for those working in or servicing the communities. It also increases housing options for 
the elderly which can encourage the elderly to move out of existing family houses, which tends to be older and 
underutilised housing stock, thereby increasing the availability of family housing for both affordable and general 
housing needs. Land at Copperkins Lane (CD 0106) is equally suited to providing general market housing or specialist 
elderly accommodation. Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local 
heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community? Response: No 
additional comments. Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be 
identified and if so why is the heritage asset important locally? Response: No additional comments. 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. Response: no additional comments Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local 
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Measures? Response: No additional comments. Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in 
Appendix 7. Response: No additional comments. Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? Response: If Chiltern and South Bucks choose to 
introduce CIL care should be taken to ensure that CIL levels are not set at such high levels that CIL prevents 
development coming forward. If development does not come forward then CIL receipts will not be sufficient to provide 
infrastructure provision. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in 
the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint 
Local Plan will need to address? Response: No additional comments.  

Rep4066 Mr 
Phillip Dawson 

Q6. The option for using Mill Meadow is unrealistic because it is below the known flood plain. It is also used as the only 
existing facility within the village for the schools to use as part of their sports curriculum. There does not appear any 
alterntive facility within the village. Q6. The Epilepsy Society ground 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 
Hornhill. 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 dependancy. The Epilepsy 
Society site is bounded on three sides by narrow , unlit and dangerous country lanes, without pavements, which make 
it even more unsuitable for development. The potential plans make no reference to additional schools, doctors and 
medical practies and moreover the general infrastructure pertaining to sewage does not function properly and could 
not sustain any further increase in usage. Q9 Travellers sites should not be concentrated in Chalfont St. Peter but 
dispersed more evenly throughout the District. 

  

Rep4067 Mrs 
Sheila Tarrant 
Rep4176 Mr 
Daniel Robins 

My concerns regarding the proposed developments in and around the Chalfont St Peter area are: Previous applications 
have been put forward for a housing development at the Epilepsy Society and these were rejected on the basis of 
insufficient drainage. However, development has occurred with the 1 care home and a retirement village. The 
retirement village in particular when operational will put pressure on our local lanes which are already too busy. Brown 
filled sites should be the priority and where possible development within the village centres. Having lived in the area in 
excess of 35 years I have witnessed the gradual spread of development thereby future development would result in 
Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont Common, Chalfont St Giles becoming a sprawl of buildings. Our schools are at capacity as 
are the doctors surgeries. The green belt surrounding Chalfont St Peter is an amenity enjoyed by many local residents, 
the playing field provides a sport activity, Rowan's Nursery and Equine Supply Store provide a service to the community 
and employment. We have a responsibility to safeguard the green belt for future generations. 
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Rep4068 Mrs 
Auderiah 
Payne 

COMMENTS AS PER QUESTION 1: HEDNA Q1. I do NOT agree that the expanded Wilton Park site should be released 
form Green Belt because: A. The 350 house development would look more like a separate New Town. B. Detract from 
the special historic market town character of the Old Town Conservation area, and remove the semi- rural aspect of the 
town. C. Ancient woodland would be lost forever; and the present visual amenity of the semi-rural aspect of the A355 
would be compromised. D. Allotments and countryside public footpaths would be destroyed. E. Current Beaconsfield 
infrastructure is insufficient: Only TWO GP surgeries with limited parking, insufficient school places, and transport 
(Buses), and seating on peak time trains to Marylebone, water and waste are already stretched and cannot support 
more housing. F. 350 extra households x 4 = min 1400 -1500 people. Average of 3 vehicles per household =1200 
vehicles plus delivery vehicles and visitors’ vehicles (say 1500) vehicles on the development roads, (7 metres wide with 
limited parking on site) This pressure is unsustainable, and the cumulative effects will spoil the town’s present 
character and semi-rural atmosphere. G. Beaconsfield has already suffered significant over intensification of 
development particularly along Station Rd with apartment complexes. The extra burden of such a large development 
on Wilton Park would be unreasonable and unfair. It would have a negative impact on Beaconsfield. H. There should be 
NO PRESUMPTION IN FAVOUR OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT PARA 14 OF NPPF. For all the above rasons. I. Existing 
sporting facilities in Beaconsfield, i.e. Cricket grounds and Rugby/football grounds are already under- provided for the 
population. I do NOT agree that sites along the stretch of road between Jct.2 of M40 and Pyebush roundabout should 
be released from Green Belt for industrial use or housing should be released from because: A. The Pyebush roundabout 
acts as an important rural buffer between the motorway and town. And creates a semi-rural aspect to the town 
approach. B. It is a conduit for A355, A40 and numerous minor roads from Seer Green, Chalfont St Giles, to Jct,2 , M40 
motorway. Therefore: It is already heavily congested at peak times from the A 355 and A40 converging on the Pyebush 
roundabout due to traffic from Chesham, Amersham, Seer Green, Loudwater, Bourne End, and Beaconsfield and west 
from Gerrards Cross/Chalfont St. Peter. See OS maps. C. Air pollution would increase in an area already monitored due 
to the proximity of the motorway. Traffic Noise levels would increase. D. The Wilton Park development would add 
additional commuting into the town for station, shops, schools etc. on already heavily congested roads, e.g. Station 
Road, already over developed; and Maxwell Road which is heavily used for school traffic and Sainsbury’s traffic. E. Local 
people do not unsually work in light industrial units in Beaconsfield which is principally a residential area of Special 
character. This should be protected from intensive, cumulative,overbearing and unsympathetic development with the 
loss of its semi- rural appeal. F. The Green Belt area expansion option for development on page 33 Map should be 
retained as a Green Belt Buffer Zone protecting existing housing from further air pollution and ever increasing noise 
levels from the motorway. Question 2: HELAA A. The unsympathetic and overdevelopment of Beaconsfield in Station 
Road, AND increasingly in Ledborough Lane and Penn Road has already threatened the Special character of the town. 
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B. The proposed 350 home development of Wilton Park will threaten the already stretched infrastructure of the town, 
especially with regard to traffic and resultant air and noise pollution COMPOUNDED with exceedingly limited parking 
will cause Beaconsfield to become an unpleasant London suburb in which to live. People crave quietude. C. See all 
comments in 1 above. Question 3: A. Beaconsfield currently has insufficient sports and leisure facilities. Its original 
spacious street scene is increasingly appearing to look crowded. E.g. the Old Town area by St Mary’s is dominated by 
the appearance of badly parked cars adjacent to the Saracens Head Restaurant and roundabout. B. The Wilton Park 
development should be required to retain its original sized playing fields and provide additional sports, green field and 
tree leisure areas than currently provided in its plans as it will be using up Green Belt land. The current provision for 
350 houses is far too dense. Question 4: Local Plan objectives for Beaconsfield Town and surrounding area should: A. 
Protect Areas of Special Character within the street scene of the town, maintaining its semi- rural setting. B. Consider 
new Conservation Areas such as: Penn Rd., Gregories Rd., Burkes Rd. Seeleys Rd. and adjoining Estate roads in Knotty 
Green/ Forty Green Rd, Finch Lane, Ledborough Lane thus creating, maintaining and protecting the Green Belt buffer 
‘green fingers’ in and around the edges of the town. C. Conservation Orders should apply to surrounding Woods: 
Hogback and Throshers Woods, Saunders /Corkers Wood, Browns Wood, Ledborough and Walkwood. Jordans village 
and addjacent Blue Close and Birchen Woods. D. The space between the Oxford Road and Windsor End up to the M40 
should be retained as a buffer zone, protecting Beaconsfield from father air pollution and increasing motorway noise 
pollution levels., which I can attest to living at the Knotty Green end of Seeleys Rd. even on a Sunday morning at 8.00 
AM E. Protect its architectural and time warped ( 1950’s?) older buildings such as Beaconsfield Town Hall; Seeleys 
estate and Sandleswood End estate. F. Continue with the policies of the existing plan which protect Beaconsfield from 
development which is obtrusive, out of character, over dense, overbearing;, and intensification which makes the town 
look over crowded and increasingly noisy because of increased traffic. Question 5: The spatial Strategy order for 
Beaconsfield should be: A. PROTECT the Areas of Special Character from intensification of development like Station Rd. 
and Ledborough Lane which detracts from the original spacious semi-rural environment. B. Designate further areas as 
CONSERVATION AREAS for posterity; (4. C.) C. Beaconsfield has suffered more than its fair share of residential 
development and further development is UNSUSTAINABLE.( NPPF 14) Question 6: I Repeat comments made in reply to 
Questions 1 and 2. Question 7: Level of ‘housing need’ has been incorrectly applied to Beaconsfield because: A. 
Beaconsfield has already accommodated a huge number of new dwellings over the past decade especially in the form 
of apartment developments/flats along Station Rd, Grove Rd. and Gregories Rd.; where unscrupulous developers have 
been allowed to demolish individual houses in spacious gardens to build apartment blocks. Ledborough Lane has 
recently been subject to development of multimillion pound houses on cramped plots – a good example of over 
intensification., with loss of tree cover and original spacious gardens. B. This overdevelopment and intensification of 
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the built environment should now be prohibited. C. The natural population of Beaconsfield is fairly steady, and no 
‘genuine local need’ has been established. Greedy developers/Estate agents work on the principle that ‘if you build it, 
buyers will come to Beaconsfield’. D. The average price of a property is now £1.4 million, so the value of affordable 
housing in the town of prime real estate is questionable. Question 8: Local Affordable Housing need. A. No figures for 
Affordable Housing have been provided for Beaconsfield where the price of land makes little economic sense for the 
accommodation of ‘Affordable Housing’. Where land is cheaper, some affordable homes could be built with CIL. This 
would be elsewhere, but militates against the concept of an integrated community in Beaconsfield. SBDC and Chiltern 
will have to devise an ‘Affordable Housing strategy’ to meet their projected need for 4000 + houses in this category. 
Question 9: Travellers’ Pitches. Tax payers have to pay for maintenance. Question 10: Elderly accommodation: 
Beaconsfield has adequate care homes for the elderly, i.e. Sunrise, Bradbury House, Harrias House, and a new 
residential home is being built in Knotty Green. There are Two private care agencies, (e.g. Universal Care, and Care 
Watch). 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. Social service care to 
support the elderly in the own homes and detached/integral residential annex solutions should be given greater 
consideration. Question 11: Protection of Heritage Assets: A. Beaconsfield and environs has Areas of Special Character 
as designated in Townscape Character study 2015. These should be protected from dense, obtrusive, overbearing and 
intense development which Beaconsfield Town Council, SBDC and Chiltern Planners should refuse. B. Protect town’s 
woodlands roads, and roads leading to woodland areas See 4. B/C above. Protect the ‘green fingers ‘ of Beaconsfield, - 
roads leading into and out of the town, creating a semi-rural atmosphere. C. More Tree Preservation orders that are 
permanent. I note that some developers may agree to TPO’s but these trees mysteriously disappear during building or 
after sale of properties. (e.g. At least two Red Oak TPO trees have vanished at the entrance to Seeleys Road adjacent to 
Somerford Place). At Pinehurst Court, on Station Road, a large Oak tree vanished to the right side of the gated entrance 
to the development. D. Consider NEW CONSERVATION AREAS to protect areas from Development- e.g. Penn Road, 
Gregories, Rd. Burkes Rd., Seeleys Rd., and Forty Green Roads, Sandlewood End Rd., and Ledborough Lane. E. Special 
Protection of Ancient Woodlands, ( All woods surrounding Beaconsfield: Hogback/ Throshers/, Corkers/Sanders/Church 
Path/Browns/Ledborough and Walk Wood) hedgerows and habitats. F. Listed buildings and the Beaconsfield Old Town 
Conservation Area should be protected and also their context. G. Consider NEW Listing of buildings which are 
interesting/attractive/historic/ e.g. Beaconsfield Town Hall - the original oak doors of which require URGENT expensive 
restoration. H. British Legion Building in Candlemas Lane, and War Memorial. Question 12: Unprotected local heritage 
assets: A. Refer to 11. G above new listing of buildings. B. Protection of Woodlands Roads: refer to 11. B,D,E and C 
above. C. Beaconsfield should be protected from over dense development and intensification in the Areas of Special 
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Character as designated in the Townscape Character Study 2015. D. Beaconsfield Town and Environs are collectively a 
unique and special Heritage Asset and should exclusively fall under the jurisdiction of Chiltern District Council as it 
could be considered the GATEWAY TO/IN THE CHILTERNS. E. All ancient woods as specified in 11E. to be protected for 
posterity. Question 13: BEACONSFIELD GREEN SPACES SHOULD INCLUDE ALL WOODS AS IN 11 E Question 14: New 
nominations for Local Measures. A. Beaconsfield Town and Environs should BECOME a distinct entity and status as a 
GATEWAY TOWN TO/IN THE CHILTERN AREA; and fall EXCLUSIVELY within Chiltern District Council area. Being split as 
part of two Councils in the present has been a detriment to the protection of its UNIQUE features. See 7B above B. 
Exclusive Measures could be introduced to protect its New Status. C. All points in Q11 A-G, regarding Heritage Assets 
could be incorporated. D. Beaconsfield Old Town Conservation Area and Areas of Special Character within the town 
could be enhanced with better protection from development. E. New Conservation Areas developed e.g. Holtspur 
Green, Malthouse Sq. Green. AND All WOODLANDS could be protected for posterity. F. Obtrusive, over-dense, 
overbearing development as has occurred in Station Road and in Penn Rd, and Ledborough Lane should be refused. G. 
Town Councillors given stronger powers to refuse planning permission to protect the town from demanding and 
unscrupulous developers. H. Close down the huge area of dumped waste on acres of land, West A40 side of Pyebush 
roundabout. It is a stinking mass of mess, polluting air quality; (environmental hazard) and should be closed down 
permanently. NO INCINERATORS to compensate EITHER. Question15: Scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7 A. 
Sustainability Policies (S) page 54. B. Presumption in favour of ‘Sustainable Development’ Para.14 of NPPF, should be 
more closely defined In relation to a town like Beaconsfield which has a number of distinct Rural (woods/woodland 
roads/ and Townscape features as in the Old Town Conservation Area and St. Mary’s Church. C. The proposed 350 
house development on Wilton Park green belt land is NOT SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT because it would look like a 
NEW TOWN bolted onto a roundabout bearing no resemblance at all to the OLD TOWN Conservation area of 
Beaconsfield. D. THERE IS NOT SUFFICIENT INFRASTRUCTURE TO SUSTAIN IT, and it will put too much pressure on New 
Beaconsfield town and all the surrounding roads. E. CIL will be completely insufficient to pay for extra infrastructure. F. 
No measures for sustainable energy attached to the Wilton Park Development which should comply with NPPG 
renewal and Low Energy Paras 006/007. Obviously wind energy is not appropriate for the site but the INLAND HOMES 
should be compelled to consider one source of energy to supply all the houses – ground/solar energy? Question 16: 
Settlement Infrastructure. Commented on elsewhere. Question 17: Challenges and opportunities the Local Plan needs 
to address. A. A355/ Maxwell Road junction/ London End of Oxford Rd A40 in Old Beaconsfield/ Pyebush roundabout 
and A40 West towards Gerrards Cross and Junction2 of M40. B. I noted that the Wilton Park development plans did not 
include a plan to show its northern junction with A355 and Maxwell Rd. Beaconsfield. C. The development should be 
refused until a realistic and practical plan of traffic volume and flow can established. The development cannot be 
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treated in isolation from its connection to road infrastructure. 17 A D. I know from personal driving experience that the 
A355 from Amersham is a deceivingly dangerous road. It already suffers queues in peak traffic time from the end of 
Ledborough Lane Junct. with Long Bottom Lane from Seer Green and Jordans/ Chalfont St. Giles; all the way to the Old 
Town roundabout. E. A further queuing hotspot is through the new town along Station road to the White Heart 
roundabout flowing into London End. At this roundabout traffic from Loudwater/Flackwell Heath and Bourne End 
converges with the traffic from the roundabout at Holtspur Top Lane. F. Traffic volume will increase with the planned 
extra housing for Chesham and Chesham Bois/Amersham,Chalfont St. Giles, and Seer Green and Jordans. G. THE 
PROPOSED RELIEF ROAD ALONG THE A355 INTO THE WILTON PARK DEVELOPMENT WITH AN EXTRA ROUNDABOUT 
WILL NOT ALLEVIATE THESE AREAS OF CUMULATIVE CONGESTION AT PEAK TRAFFIC TIMES. AND NEITHER SBDC OR 
CHILTERN COUNCIL HAVE MADE ANY PROPOSALS AS TO HOW THESE TRAFFIC PROBLEMS CAN BE RESOLVED OR HOW 
MUCH IT WILL COST. H. Traffic volume of HGV’s and delivery vehicles will increase as everyone orders goods on the 
internet. Also an increase of Delivery Lorries to supermarkets because there is more demand from more people living 
in these areas. I. Beaconsfield is becoming a townscape is under siege from *continuing cumulative developments on 
large areas of prime real estate where single houses once stood in large gardens. J. Therefore the Protective policies of 
the current Local Plan should be continued e.g. H9 and H10 (residential layout and design) and Areas of Special 
character as expanded by the townscape Character study 2015. The latter should form part of the continuing planning 
policy with EP4 (landscaping) together with Policy EP3 (use, design and layout) AND Core strategy 8. K. Beaconsfield 
Town councillors should be given extra powers to resist developers’ demands for*. Conservation Areas would give 
protection. L. Water, waste, GP surgery appointments are already under stress. M. PARKING at the station and in the 
town is already inadequate, and double yellow lines have been painted on Gregories road, Seeleys road which were 
once quiet semi-rural residential roads. N. No A&E at Wycombe hospital which is the nearest to RTA’s on the M40. All 
now transferred to Stoke Mandeville 40 minutes away from the M40. 

Rep4069 Mrs 
Julie Archer 

Q1 No, I presume all details are correct. Q2 There will be huge opposition. Stage 1 rejection site should remain so. Q3 
Yes, why not use the land adjacent to the M40 near the service station off the M40/A355 junction. Could also the 
gravel extraction site be used when exhausted and infilled. Q4 Yes, so long as each area can keep its own identity as 
much as possible Q5a Increased density will have to be explored along with vast improvements in transport, roads, 
schools, medical facilities etc. Q5b Green belt areas must be preserved for the future generation, kept situated near 
and around the population. Q5c The Burnham Beeches and its surrounding area must be protected. They have reached 
visitor saturation already. Q6 Develop land along M40 corridor Q7 Duty to cooperate may not work out. Q9 Not 
necessary, anything built will be trashed as on Beaconsfield/Amersham Road. Q11 Preserve all assets, Farnham Park, 
churches, village halls etc. Q12 Hedgerley High St and Old Beaconsfield Q13 With greater population our gren spaces 
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are even more necessary. Keep Temple Dell, Kingsway Green, The Pump, FCSC sport field, Farnham Park Q14 Preserve 
semi rural areas, hedgerow, verges etc. Introduce more traffic calming such as Templewood Lane Q17 The current 
process should be used to strengthen the Council's position. They should be given the opportunity to adpt design 
standards and quality. SBDC should work with Slough to agree and strengthen the buffer zones that exist at present to 
the south of Farnham Royal whichw ill aid in protecting the historic and unique area of Burnham Beeches. 

Rep4070 Mrs 
Susan Spalton 

Chalfont St Peter has already had its fair share of development with CDC granting permission for 600 new dwellings 
within the village ,including, Holy Cross, Newland Park and the Epilepsy Centre. This is only 3 years into the previous 
Core Strategy which is due to run until 2026! Drainage remains an issue within CSP with open raw sewage often 
backing up in the centre.It can't cope with more development.Many other parts of the district are significantly more 
sustainable and appropriate for devlopment. The local plan is going against the National Plaaning Policy for Green Belt 
areas with its plans to change the land usage within the green belt. Let me address some of the 5 stated purposes. 1) 
Prevent neighbouring towns merging into each other. The area to the east of the A413 is Green Belt land which 
provides the function of separating the built up areas of CSP, Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. To use it for 
development will see the loss of any local individuality and see the areas merge into one. 2) To preserve setting and 
special character of historic towns. CSP is an historic town which attracts visitors. Sprawling large development will see 
the destruction of the idea of a 'village' 3) To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. The benefits of 
Green Belt land are obviious. It gives access to open countryside for all, be it residents of people 'escaping'their urban 
sprawls. It gives opportunities for outdoor activities;development of Mill Meadow would take away an area which has 
multi uses; it houses a community centre, recreation park, football and cricket pitches, tennis courts, scout hut and 
parish council offices. That is, it is an area used in some way by all age groups. There is nowhere else where these could 
be relocated. Most importantly CSP Academy, an outstanding school denied the opportunity to relocate to the Holy 
|Cross site, uses Mill Meadow to coduct its PE/Games lessons, an important part of the cuuriculum; a point made 
frequently by MPs seeking to address the problem of obesity. Even more importanntly Mill Meadow IS ON THE FLOOD 
PLAIN. We have seen again this year the results of reckless building on flood plains in various parts of the country and 
the heartache such devastation has caused. The plans for the Epiepsy site seems to ignore the fact that development of 
a Care Home and Retirement village has already been granted. More develoopment on the site would see the loss of 
green belt land used by 24 teams for recreational activities. ES South ,now used for care home and medical facilities 
should be retained but massive development of the site is unsustainable. There is no bus service to CSP village.It is too 
far to walk to train stations in GX and Little Chalfont so housing would be car dependent. This is unrealistic as the site is 
bounded on 3 sides by narrow, dangerous country lanes. The sheer size of the proposed development is excessive, it 
would double the number of dwellings in CSP leading to a loss of identity, to say nothing of the fact that all the local 
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schools are near capacity already 

Rep4071 Mr 
Andrew 
Garnett 
Trustee 
Chesham 
Grammar 
School Multi 
Academy Trust 

Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local heritage assets, how 
heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community.? We welcome the fact that there is a 
Heritage Strategy and organisations that conserve and protect our heritage in the area should be seen as an integral 
part of our educational and social provision. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to 
take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you 
think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? Chesham Grammar School Multi Academy Trust (newly formed) is a 
major employer in HP5 and has land assets and buildings under its management. This includes the Chesham Grammar 
School site in White Hill and the Ivingswood Academy (Formerly Little Spring) site in Greenway. Buckinghamshire 
County Council remains the land owner with the land leased to the MAT on a long-term basis. The MAT assets could be 
considered in the local plan as a vehicle for providing greater educational, community, sporting and well-being benefits. 
The MAT is currently working on a 3-5 year development strategy and looks forward to timely and more detailed 
discussions with Chiltern District Council as the Local Plan develops. We would also encourage the District Council to 
include the CGS MAT involvement in the next steps of the Local Plan and next stage of the consultation process and 
also other schools and academies. We also recommend that the District Councils actively engage with young people as 
part of the Local Plan consultation and development process, (including students at Chesham Grammar School), as 
many of these youngsters will end up living with the outcomes that the Local Plan delivers. Concerns have been 
expressed about the lack of younger people engaged with this consultation process to date. This concern may be 
misplaced but it is important that it is stated. The MAT is well placed to help the Councils address this omission. 

  

Rep4072 Mrs 
Rebecca Noble 

Chesham, and the Chilterns are considered an area of outstanding natural beauty, principally because of the protected 
Green Belt Land that surrounds the area, and defines the market town. I do not feel that any reduction of the Green 
Belt Land should be considered. We are supposed to be protecting the environment and thinking of future generations, 
and whilst we do need to think of housing, eroding the green areas that are so vital to this part of the world is hardly 
the way to do so. It is a short term solution that will undoubtedly be regretted later. I feel that extending our small 
market town by a large amount will substantially alter the feel and atmosphere of a place we all enjoy living it. Not only 
will our infrastructure not support it, but it will fundamentally change the environment of the town. A better solution is 
to use existing brownfield and derelict sites where possible - but we should consider traffic/parking and the impact of 
these redevelopments. The Asheridge Road site seems an ideal solution in principal, but extra cars in and out of this 
area, along with lorries etc for the redevelopment will have to be considered - this could affect existing residents quite 
substantially. One option mentioned of building existing stories and effectively building 'up' whilst sounding good in 
theory can actually be far more harmful than at first glance due to our natural geography; the hills of the Chilterns 
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means building up can have a huge impact on nearby neighbours - so I think this should be done with caution. I do not 
feel the proposed development plans for Nashleigh Hill are in any way suitable. RE question 5 I think option D is the 
most logical given the nature of those towns at the moment, and I strongly object to the option H of building in the 
Green Belt. Re: question 9 I think option C is the most appropriate, and strongly object to any sites being considered on 
the Green Belt, as per option B. We have worked hard to make Chesham an area and a town to be proud of, and really 
don't want all that work destroyed by adding extra homes that we don't have the instrastructure to support or the 
space to build. The likely homes will all be 4-5 bedroom homes for commuters into London, making us just another 
London suburb. Could we focus on smaller, affordable homes for local people desperately trying to stay in their local 
area? 

Rep4073 Mr & 
Mrs Michael 
and Elizabeth 
Wintgens 

Whilst appreciating the need for local housing, this should not become an all consuming obsession at the expense of 
local employment and the continuance of essential local businesses. Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden is 
one such business, being the only Car Servicing garage in Great Missenden. Should this site be made available for 
residential development only, we will lose a valuable and long established business, and the loss of several jobs. Wicks 
Garage should be therefore be withdrawn from the HELAA list of sites deemed suitable for development. Re. Options E 
and J It appears that we are now facing the prospect of Green Belt housing extensions, which is contrary to this 
Government’s Election Manifesto which promised local people more control over planning, and to PROTECT the Green 
Belt. The need for local housing must not become an all consuming obsession at the expense of local employment and 
continuance of local businesses. One such example is the threat to Great Missenden Garage, which should be taken off 
HELAA list of sites deemed suitable for development. There is, within Great Missenden Village itself, large potential for 
residential development. i.e.Former Tesco land, Chalk Leys, Corner above Costa, Office block Station Approach. I fully 
support all these new residential initiatives as people living in the village and being part of the community will be a 
boost to its continued success. We already have the world famous Roald Dahl Museum and Story Centre (70,000 
visitors p.a.), and a thriving tourist economy attracted to this centre of the AONB. Having joined our Councils in an 
exhausting fight to stop HS2, we still have the threat of 8 years of construction chaos on our doorstep. According to the 
local plan document we now face not only this, but the possibility of housing ‘ extension ‘ green belt blight as well, all 
within the AONB which it seems is now being given scant regard by both government and Councils. The Council should 
reassess the importance of the AONB, and how Great Missenden stands within it. Given that our village has ample 
residential development potential within its Conservation area boundary, is within our very important AONB, then the 
possibility of Green Belt housing extensions should be abandoned. 

  

Rep4074 Mrs 
Viven Williams 

I feel that further development on Park Road would be highly unsuitable. These areas of green belt perform a strong 
green belt funtion and provide an imporant green space in an otherwise very built up area. In addition, Park Road is the 
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main emerging thoroughfare from Wecham Park Hospital and any additional residential properties and their accesses 
would add to an already overused road. A suggestion for an alternative location would be the paintball/carboot sale 
site on the B416. This is at the end of Stoke Poges and therefore would not be infiling. Once green belt sites are eroded 
they can never be restored. 

Rep4078 Mrs 
Lorraine 
Margaret 
Williams 

Chalfont St Peter has already undertaken new develoment exceeding its fair allocation and provides the largest single 
percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole. Flooding and drainage are problems in the 
area, particularly with open raw sewage backing up in the centre of the village. Additional developments of the scale 
proposed are simply not possible. Green belt principles should be adhered to and brownfield sites should be developed 
first, along with sites closest to tube and bus services. School, medical facilities, traffic, parking etcetera are already at, 
or very nearly at, capacity and any further development will have serious consequences in this already squeezed 
village. Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for development. The area 
defined for industrial development to the east of the A413 is an important green area and separates neighbouring built 
up areas and is valued by residents. Part of this area bordered by Lower Road and the A413 dual carriageway and 
stretching from North Lodge to South Park was subject to an application to build a regional Baptist Church Centre in 
1986. This application was refused after appeal. The reasons for this rejection are as relevant today as they were in 
1986/88. I understand that the trees in this area are protected by a preservation order and accordingly cutting them 
should be prohibited. This whole area, both sides of the A413, is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a 
particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities. This 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 believe that there is already a surplus of business property available in the 
village. 
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Rep4079 Mrs 
Susan Dawson 

I am responding to Question 2 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation( Regulation 18) 
Incorprating Issues and Options (January-March 2016.) 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. Myself and my family have used this garage for many years for essential maintenance, 
repairs and MOT's. It is within walking distance for many older residents who can deposit their cars and walk home 
without the need for a lift/taxis. The garage would have no existing site on which to trade in the village and the present 
owners would lose their business which they have worked hard to build up. Accordingly, Wicks Garage should not be 
included amongst HELAA sites deemed suitable for development. There are already too many houses, people and cars 
in the local area with local services struggling to cope. 
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Rep4080 Cindy 
House 

I am responding to question 2 of chiltern and south Bucks local plan initial consultation (Regulation 18) incorporating 
issues and options (January - March 2016). 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 with a loss of local 
jobs. 

  

Rep4081 Mr 
Antony 
Blackburn 
Director St 
Congar Homes 
Ltd 

INTRODUCTION: Our site was identified at the "Call For Sites" stage as readily available for development for housing. It 
is still readily available for development. THE SITE LOCATION AND CHARACTER: The site is well within the built-up area 
of Narcot Lane, Chalfont St. Giles, with housing development extending both to the north and also well to the south of 
it along the highway. It is a natural "infill" to the well-established pattern of development along this road, with those 
houses to the south already recognised as being acceptable for further infill development in their own right. The only 
land use policy constraint is that this is Green Belt land. It is: - not an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, -not part of 
or adjacent to any heritage asset [either listed buildings or conservation areat -not within the flood plain of the River 
Misbourne. Instead it is in a highly sustainable location, being: - very well located both for the all the facilities of the 
shops, public house, taxi rank, scout hut and golf course at Threehouseholds} and is: - on the cycle route to the 
employment site at Chalfont Grove and - the secondary school to the south of Chalfont Grove} as well as: - by footpath 
to the playing fields and primary school to the east of site. The Purposes of the Green Belt: The housing to the north 
and south of the site already check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. These existing houses thereby 
already provide the physical "full stop" for built development There is no urban development visible to the west of the 
site and its development would not therefore result in the merging of neighbouring towns in that direction} whilst 
Chalfont St. Giles} of which it forms a part} is to the north, south and east, this site being developed for housing would 
not result in merging of neighbouring towns - it is an "infill" to the existing settlement. There is no heritage asset whose 
setting would be affected by the development of the site for dwellings, which will readily be sympathetic to the 
character and appearance ofthose which currently bound the site on two sides. The Local Plan assessment of housing 
need accepts the requirement for some Green Belt land to be released within the Plan period. Whilst this land is 
"countryside", it is well enclosed from the rolling countryside beyond by mature hedges which align with the rear 
boundaries of the site. Moreover, the site is deep enough such that a reasonable contribution to the supply of much-
needed housing could be provided, whilst maintaining a significant open land buffer at the rear of the site, to allow for 
a sensitive landscaped transition with the farm and open space beyond. The Green Belt designation of most ofthe 
District's open land has resulted in maximum market demand for regeneration and recycling of the few areas of urban 
land, with pressure upon them recognised by the Local Plan and the need for some Green Belt release. The 
development of this site would have no adverse impact on the regeneration of the urban areas in the District. The Site 
Specific Considerations: The site has public utilities services readily to hand. It has no contamination or remediation 
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works necessary for its immediate development. It has existing direct vehicular access to the highway network. The site 
is located in a very sustainable position. The site could provide housing immediately, to assist with the critical "5 Year 
Housing Supply" period. The site was rejected at the Stage 1 assessment purely because it is Green Belt land. THE 
RESPONSES TO SOME OF THE SPECIFIC QUESTIONS RAISED IN THE LOCAL PLAN: Q.l: No comments on the definitions 
used of "housing" etc. Q.2: Site CD0027 should be added, given that Green Belt releases are now essential to ensuring 
the Local Plan is sound in terms ofthe delivery of identified housing needs. Q.3: No comments on other sites which may 
be available, other than noting that the identified "Proposed Built Area Extension" at Upper Stone Meadow is: -
adjacent to the conservation area, and incorporates and is adjacent to listed buildings -in the Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, as well as the Green Belt -in the River Misbourne flood plain -hampered by very limited vehicular 
access onto the highway network. Q.4: No - the approach which best respects the purposes of the Green Belt is one 
which allows first for small scale developments at the edges of existing settlements, which together add significant 
numbers, but which individually integrate readily with the long established residential character without significant 
harm to the countryside setting of the communities (i.e. the "pepper-pot" approach to housing distribution). The 
"Proposed Built Extensions" approach which the Local Plan seems to be preferring will have major adverse impacts on 
the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, the Green Belt, the countryside character and appearance and the existing 
communities onto which they would be insensitively bolted. The reliance upon half the housing need being provided 
for outside the District, in Aylesbury Vale District will force away from our communities our own population of young 
and old, whose needs are increasingly pressing for housing delivery for them. That is not a socially sustainable 
approach to addressing the identified housing need of our own community - it is forcing them away from us. Q.S: The 
priority spatial strategy should be to maximise the potential of the "pepper-pot approach" to Green Belt release to 
meet the need which cannot be met within existing built-up areas in the District. Q.6: Yes - please note the comments 
above about the suitability of this site for just such a relatively small-scale housing development. Q.7: Yes - the level of 
unmet need being proposed is both unacceptably large and unnecessary, given the abandonment of the "pepper-pot" 
approach to addressing it. Q.8: No comments on meeting affordable housing requirements, other than by the existing 
strategy and the release of more land to allow for that to be implemented, to which this site can make a contribution. 
Q.9: No comments on Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople needs. Q.l0: By the same "pepper-pot" approach, 
particularly given that those requiring suitable accommodation for the special needs of the elderly will not be best 
served by being concentrated in accommodation in very large developments or in other Districts. Q.ll: No comments on 
the Heritage Strategy. Q.12: No comments on unprotected local heritage assets. Q.13: No comments on Local Green 
Space designations. Q.14: No Local Measures nominations. Q.1S: No further comments on the scope of policies 
covered. Q.16: The "pepper-pot" approach minimises the pressure for major new infrastructure and maximises thereby 
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the chances of delivery of the much-needed housing. Q.17: No other general points to raise. 

Rep4083 Mr 
Anthony 
Shinner 

I attach my response (which incorporates the response from SENSE). In addition I wish to make the following point: 
Alternative settlements I am disappointed that the weight of the draft proposals is on expanding existing settlements 
which will change the character of these communities and threatens to destroy the ring of countryside around each 
one which is so much of their identity. There are other options one of which is the creation of new ‘village sized’ 
communities based on very small settlements already in existence. One such site is at TATLING END. The existing 
settlement is in theory a part of Gerrards Cross but in reality is separated by a wide strip of green belt farmland and of 
course the M25 motorway. Immediately to the East of the M25 is a sizeable undeveloped area to the South of the A40, 
with a wooded boundary between it and the M25 (Gladwin’s Wood), Hollybush Lane to the East and the M40 
motorway to the South. This site slopes away from Tatling End towards the M40 and is easily capable of sustaining 300 
or more houses. Your records will no doubt confirm but I am informed by many long term residents there that what 
appears to be a ‘Greenfield’ site became in fact a vast groundfill site in the early 1950’s into which thousands of tons of 
building rubbles from war damaged London were placed. It is not strictly a Greenfield site. The site is well placed for 
access to the Denham connection to motorways, to the North Orbital, and to Gerrards Cross and Denham Stations as 
well as being on a good bus route to Uxbridge and Heathrow. A new development there would encourage a selection 
of service industry businesses (therefore employment opportunities) but it would remain a community in its own right 
since it would continue to be protected by Green Belt. There may be other examples but this site seem to me an 
excellent opportunity to. I fully support the Response being filed by SENSE which follows: [Please see Rep3055 for 
wording of SENSE representation.]  

  

Rep4084 
Vivienne Davis 

1. I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden (known as Great Missenden Garage 
Limited) should change from commercial use and become available for residential development because we will lose a 
valuable local village amenity and there will be a loss of 6 skilled local jobs. This garage serves a large area and has 
customers in many local towns and villages such as Amersham, Little Hampden, Great Kingshill, Little Kingshill, South 
Heath, Ballinger & The Lee etc. It should remain a commercial enterprise and, after all, the Government is keen to 
encourage and support small local businesses. Accordingly, Wicks/ Garage should NOT be included with the HELAA sites 
deemed suitable for housing development. 2. The tiny grass site on the Link Road, beside the Abbeyfield charitable 
building is also unsuitable for building. It is much used by local people including Abbeyfield residents and other older 
people - sitting on the provided seats – and a building would also spoil the appearance of the village centre and the 
lovely views of the Chiltern Hills above. I am copying this email to The Great Missenden Garage and to Cheryl Gillan, my 
Member of Parliament.  
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Rep4086 Miss 
Dawn Franklin 

Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, 
on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint 
Local Plan process? Houses that have already been built under the existing plan that was due to continue until 2026 
should be subtracted from the total of the new plan. There has been considerable building in the district through infill 
and other new developments and these already impact the infrastructure in neighbouring areas. There should be no 
need for green belt land around the village to be reclassified and used for development. Question 2: Do you have any 
comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and 
whether additional sites should be added? Some of the proposed sites are very large e.g. Sites CD129 and 130 on the 
Epilepsy Society site in Chalfont St Peter. Development of such large areas would have a serious impact on the local 
infrastructure and would affect other neighbouring villages. Some limited redevelopment of small parcels of this land 
may be appropriate provided the land remains in the green belt and remains as employment land. 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? There may be infill areas in ‘built up areas’ in the district that would be suitable for smaller 
development. The development of green open space, sports and leisure areas and ancient woodland should be avoided 
at all costs as these are very important for the character of the area and should be protected for future generations. 
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. Protection of the 
green belt and the AONB must be a priority. It should be 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: 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? 
Development should 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. "Village extensions" that are out of proportion to the present 
housing population and in the green belt should be avoided. Although it may be possible to prioritise the options, some 
of the options are poorly drafted with examples that conflict with each other. For example, Option J includes both 
development in already built-up areas, with which I would be broadly supportive, and near rural train stations, with 
which I would strongly disagree. The area surrounding Seer Green station, for example, is totally rural and provides a 
natural habitat for wildlife so is not suitable for development Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options 
generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options? The Epilepsy Society site in Chalfont 
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St Peter provides important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and 
changing facilities and is a significant employment site within Chalfont St Peter, currently with planning designation C2. 
The current planning designation of C2 should remain for all developed parts of the site to protect its existing 
community 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, one of the key purposes of the 
green belt being to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another. The suggested extension to Chalfont St 
Giles in Appendix 4 is inappropriate as it is in an Environment Agency designated flood plain, it is in the Green Belt and 
AONB. The proposals will have a negative impact on the key purposes of the green belt Question 7: Do you have 
comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? Expansion in Aylesbury Vale would reduce 
the load on other parts of Bucks. A matching expansion of employment in the Aylesbury Vale area would reduce traffic 
movement in the County. Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local 
affordable housing need? Where permission is given for housing development, emphasis should be placed on smaller 
more affordable homes, not large expensive properties that tend to be favoured by some developers. Question 9: Do 
you have any comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? 
Appropriate lawful sites should be provided for the travelling community so that they can maintain their travelling way 
of life but not as sites where individuals can settle on a long-term basis. For longer-term residency, all residents 
including Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople should have equal opportunities and obligations. Question 10: 
How do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general 
and affordable needs? Accommodation for the elderly should be provided close to or within the existing villages so that 
elderly people can remain part of the community. Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for 
example views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and 
community.? The Chalfonts are clearly mentioned in the Doomsday Book and Jordans Village has a unique place in the 
area. Whilst the need for constant renewal is recognised and appropriate development can be beneficial, great care 
must be taken to ensure that the villages are not damaged by disproportionate or inappropriate development. Removal 
or reduction of the green belt with its potential loss of planning and building control would have a negative impact. 
Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is 
the heritage asset important locally? The Epilepsy Society site should be recognised as one of the important heritage 
assets of Chalfont St Peter. 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 insufficient time in the 
consultation process to allow residents to evaluate and collect evidence to support nominations. Question 14: Do you 
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have any nominations for Local Measures? - Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in 
Appendix 7. Sorry this question is not understood. Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? Any housing development requires serious study 
of the basic infracstructure services needed to ensure that schooling, medical services, transport, road networks, water 
and sewage facilities are suitably addressed. These are already under strain. Question 17: Do you have any other points 
you would like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any 
challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? Close consultation with residents is 
vital to develop a local plan that meets local needs and protects important features of the local environment. Residents 
have a lot of knowledge and experience of the local environment that is not available to people living outside the 
immediate area under consideration. The consultation process so far has been far too short and not well-publicised. 
The documents are too lengthy and contain too much jargon to allow interested residents to give them due 
consideration. 

Rep4087 Mrs 
Christine 
Bayliss 

Question 1 - comments on draft HEDNA. For Gerards Cross we need to come to a compromise between large and 
expensive houses currently being given permission, we need more reasonably priced houses and not necessarily 
appartments. I understand that nationally, greedy property developers are sitting on many thousands of plots with 
planning permission which could solve the problem. These should be made to move forward with the construction and 
if they don't then massive financial penatlties should be applied. The HEDNA calculation should be calculated 
individually for each district as they all have very different needs. The need calculations are not reliable and it is not 
certain that Gerrards Cross requires extra housing. The assumption that people need to live where they work is flawed. 
The UK work force needs flexibility to move between jobs in a vibrant economy. Nobody has a job for life in one place 
any more. The trend to home working should also be taken into consideration. Question 2 - comments on draft HELAA 
If smaller units were built on available land then the total would be greater and Green Belt land would not need to be 
allocated for development. Question 3 - existing sites not identified? I cannot identify any sites in Gerrards Cross. 
Question 4 - approach of Joint Local Plan Joint Local Plan Vision should have the following objectives: Improved design 
of all development, enhancement of local character, respect Conservation Areas, better and improved infrastructure 
and faster broadband. The main issues facing Gerrards Cross are: Lack of medical facilities ie a surgery. Lack of Primary 
and Secondary School places. Overstretched infrastructure, roads, drains and parking in particular Question 5 - spatial 
strategy I prefer option A as long as infrastructure considerations are taken into account - see later. Question 6 - 
comments on individual options None of the parcels of land identified for development are acceptable and it says so in 
the reports that have been issued. The Town Council has prepared a detailed explanation of why these are not 
acceptable and viable. I fully agree with all their arguments. Question 7 - unmet needs Aylesbury Vale has spare 
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capacity for extra housing and should be encouraged to take some, if not all, of the SBDC’s total. Question 8 - 
afffordable housing Remove the Right to Buy for all Housing Association properties. The best properties have been 
bought and it is impossible, due to high local prices, to replace them. Question 9 - gypsies It is an absurd ruling that 
travellers can move around at will, camp on private land, do what they like and never pay taxes. I feel no obligation to 
look after their needs at all - if they want help then they should conform to the normal standards of our society. 
However, if their needs must be addressed then there should be infilling where appropriate within existing lawful 
traveller sites, and others should be removed from the Green Belt. Question 10 - elderly accomodation Specialist 
accommodation for older people requiring care is obvioulsy required. The idea of including such accomodation in larger 
housing developments is a goood idea for the county. Gerrards Cross has a lot of elderly accommodation but this is 
very expensive. I suggest smaller, purpose built properties, for independent living, where care can be provided by 
outside agencies visiting on a daily basis. Question 11 - heritage strategy The question of preserving the ponds on the 
common, old and sometimes neglected houses, trees and open spaces should be taken seriously for obvious reasons. 
Question 12 - unprotected local unprotected heritage assets The Gerrards Cross Town Council has a list of assets that 
need to be protected and I agree with the list. Question 13 - local green space designations The footpaths over 
Wapseys Wood waste dump and the Bridleway from the Camp to Bulstrood need to be reinstated. Question 14 - 
Nominations for local measures Gerrards Cross has too many supermarkets, coffee shops and estate agents. It is not a 
functioning or vibrant town centre any more due to greedy landlords more interested in lining their own pockets than 
preserving the good of local residents. Parking is overly expensive and encourages people to park in sideroads and on 
yellow lines. Additionally, over-used and under-emptied recycling and waste containers placed in car parks look like 
rubbish dumps at weekends. This harks back to lack of thinking about infrastructre if expansion were to happen.. If 
Bucks CC doesn't have the resources to fulfill its current obligationss to Council Tax payers then increasing population 
by additional housing can only make the problem worse. Bringing in more residents might create more council tax but 
this will, undoubtedly, be quickly swallowed up by the extra needs brought about in terms of schools and medical 
facilities and leave nothing over for improving lesser, yet equally important to quality of life, amenities. The caharacter 
of Gerrards Cross should be preserved. The ponds have to be protected as well as the whole of the common in general. 
Lastly, I value the natural boundaries created by the Green Belt. Question 15 - scope of policies in appendix 7 Any 
developments in the Gerrards Cross area should be in keeping with the existing landscape / townscape. Question 16 - 
Infrastructure The infrastructure is totally inadequate in Gerrards Cross. It is not obvious how any proposed 
development address the lack of doctor surgery, schools, drainage, water supply, pot holes, congestion, broken 
pavements, parking, no seats available on the trains to london, etc. - the list is endless ! More effort needs to be put 
into planning enforcement and tree protection as currently these departments are undermanned and not enforcing 
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agreed planning requirements. Question 17 - any other points The green belt has to be protected at all costs and the 
parcels of land identified for development in Gerrards Cross are not suitable . Urban sprawl has to be stopped and 
browwnfield sites used more intelligently. Gerrards Cross is already expanding too fast for the infrastructure to cope. 

Rep4088 Mr 
Doug 
Townsend 

Land between A413 and Lower Road Chalfont St Peter (from South Park towards Kingsway) I understand that under the 
plan this land is shown as “employment land” suggesting it will be used for factories or similar use. Bearing in mind this 
is currently Green Belt, that is a very strange designation, surely the correct use for this narrow strip of land would be 
for housing (affordable I suggest) for the use of the community. If this was adopted the A413 is a barrier from the 
Green Belt on the other side of the A413. 

  

Rep4089 Mr 
Allan Whittow 

Re Question 2 Issues and Options, I would invite you to reconsider the assumption made in the draft plans that Wicks 
Garage, Rignall Road should be designated as a site for residential development. This may appear a suitable use today, 
but any conversion to residential use is usually a one-way permanent change - so you need to be certain that it will be 
appropriate and desirable for all time. In making this judgment one might seek the evidence of market forces, eg 
whether there is a demand for the services provided, or indeed for the jobs and reinforcement of the social cohesion of 
the community. So you might conclude that if the owners choose to close the business they should be free to do so. 
However, given the price premium for land with planning approval in principle for residential use, a change in 
designation from you would be the crucial element of their decision - a self-fulfilling prophecy which would completely 
invalidate any claim that your decision was justified by market forces ! At a time when the political momentum in the 
country is running against centralisation, and even the government has paid lip service to subsidiarity and 
decentralisation of decisions that affect communities, you will have local backing in resisting pressure to conform with 
central 'guidelines' or 'housing targets'. The Wicks Garage redesignation is a decision you need not take at this time. 

  

Rep4090 
Yasmin Salim 

I was made aware last week to my amazement that you are proposing to release some of the Green belt where I 
currently reside: […….] Park Road Stoke Poges I strongly feel that the site proposed should be retained as Green belt 
land and not released for possible future developments • This I feel is important to safeguard the countryside from 
encroachment • Preserve the setting and special character of our historical town • Prevention of neighbouring towns 
merging into one another According to NPPF9 Para 79– the fundamental aim of Green belt policy is to prevent urban 
sprawl by keeping land permanently open Para 87 – Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green 
belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances Stoke Poges is a beautiful historical area and it 
will be a catastrophe to change the landscape of this beautiful village. 

  

Rep4091 Mr & 
Mrs Bhandel 

Thank you for your letter outlining the Green Belt Consultation in order to remove the Green Belt designation for 
future development. We have been residing on Grays Park Road for over 20 years and would object to the green belt 
designation to be removed. We are writing to state that site should be retained as Green Belt designation. There is 
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already so much traffic, congestion and pollution in the area and this would only make matters worse for the residents 
of the community. Taking away the countryside living would also be a disadvantage to the residents. Therefore, we feel 
that it is inappropriate to have the green belt designation removed. 

Rep4092 Mr 
Alex Horne 

I have been a resident at the above address since 2008 and I am particularly concerned by the draft Local Plan 
proposals for a number of reasons; which I expand on herein. Green Belt purpose 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. 
Relative impact on Little Chalfont Turning to the specific proposals for housing and industrial usage 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 - I understand that the share of new housing in Little Chalfont over 
the last ten years has risen by 12.4%; disproportionately high when compared to other local areas where the 
percentage increase is only between 2% and 4%. Capacity of Little Chalfont More specifically, I am extremely concerned 
that the local facilities in Little Chalfont are already overstretched - BEFORE the impact is felt from the new "Donkey 
Field" development. The impact of new housing would make an already bad situation impossible. For example:- 1. 
There are already huge problems with parking in Little Chalfont. There are simply not enough spaces to cope with the 
existing local needs in the village. On the odd occasion I use the train station parking, it is clearly already at capacity. 2. 
Public transport into London will not be able to cope. We enjoy access to Chiltern trains and the Metropolitan line (a 
key factor in our choosing to live here) and I commute into London on a daily basis. At peak times, it is already difficult 
to get on to trains let alone find a seat. 3. The traffic passing through Little Chalfont is already congested and the local 
roads are completely inadequate to cope with the additional traffic that would be generated. Many of the roads in the 
Little Chalfont Green Belt areas are very narrow lanes. For example, the Local Plan proposes to release swathes of land 
along Lodge Lane and Roughwood Lane. Anyone who has tried driving in the morning along Lodge Lane under the 
narrow railway bridge or along Roughwood Lane will realise how impossible that would become with increased traffic. 
4. The existing schools in Little Chalfont would not be able to serve the new proposed housing and all the new families 
that would inevitably come to live in the Little Chalfont area – we have primary school aged children and the local 
school did not have places available for us. 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. Development of AONB 
Significantly, a large proportion of the Green Belt areas that are proposed to be released are also designated as being 
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The existing areas of Green Belt around Little Chalfont contain ancient woodland, 
footpaths and a home for nature - owls, badgers, deer and many other species of wildlife live in these habitats. Again, 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.  
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 
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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 conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the area. It would frankly be a crime for 
those areas to be developed. Industrial Use Finally, I am extremely concerned 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 appropriate for a lovely Chiltern village 
such as ours? Conclusion In conclusion, I understand that the Council is required to find new homes for the South Bucks 
and Chiltern areas and I am not totally opposed to residential development in the area.  However, I feel that any new 
homes could best be built on in-fill land or existing non-Green Belt land rather than by eroding the existing Green Belt 
which would be disastrous for the area and completely destroy its character. I also feel strongly that the scale of the 
development that the Local Plan envisages for Little Chalfont is wholly disproportionate, particularly when one 
considers the developments that have already taken place and the already stretched amenities that serve our 
community - any Local Plan MUST take the requisite amenities into account to be effective in providing a long-term 
solution to the housing concerns. 

Rep4093 Anne 
Paton 

I strongly object to the proposal to consider Parcel 22 Blackwell Stubbs for removal from the Green Belt for the 
following reasons : - 1) the ‘Evidence’ of the third-party consultants recommends that it be not taken forward 2)in 
practical terms alone the proposal presents great (and likely to be very expensive)problems of access requiring drastic 
measures to provide adequate roads and of infrastructure with already seriously over-stressed facilities and services. 
3)the special character of this area, which is : - a) an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty b) includes SSI meadowland c) 
Ancient Woodland Note : the woodland is known to have been in existence in 1735 ,probably as managed woodland. 
The name ‘Stubbs ’can indicate coppicing, as can the presence of the bluebells . It is now a haven for flora and fauna 
and a place of physical,mental,-and spiritual –recreation for people. 4)the area is within easy walking distance of a 
considerable number or of people without the need to use a car. I hope the planners will remember their 
responsibilities to the future as well as to the present. Once gone, Blackwell Stubbs could never be re-created,No 
amount of organised ‘amenity green space’ could ever replace it. 

  

Rep4094 Mr 
Robert Baker 
Rep4213 Mr 
Thomas Baker 
Hiett Rep4215 
Mrs Gillian 

I am writing to you concerning the Chiltern &South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) incorporating 
Issues and Options. I do recognise the pressures from government to provide housing and the difficult challenge to 
Chiltern District Council (CDC) to ensure that it has a sound Local Plan prepared. I do have the following concerns on 
the Plan: • Green Belt: Little Chalfont is surrounded by Green Belt. The protection that this affords is key to keeping the 
Chilterns such a special and beautiful area and is why Chiltern District Council has an obligation to protect and enhance 
it. Whilst housing need has been identified this does not constitute “very special circumstances” required to release 
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Hiett Rep4281 
Gemma Hiett 

land from the Green Belt and indeed such release is contrary to the NPPF guidelines. The Green Belt is not a land bank 
for housing and is there to restrict housing development for benefit of wider society. I am a keen walker and love to 
walk the fields around Little Chalfont. I often come across other people walking who have come out from London on 
the train as this is the first proper countryside that they can access and appreciate. This is another reason why we have 
the Green Belt and why it must be preserved for us all and for future generations. • Part 2 Green Belt assessment 
methodology: The parcels of land selected for this Green Belt assessment (‘Areas for Further Consideration at Stage 2 
for Chilterns and South Bucks’) have unusually been further fragmented into smaller parcels and some merged with 
other parcels (in particular parcels 22 and 29). The basis for this appears to be subjective and illogical and could be 
considered inappropriately selected to present the revised parcels of land as more vulnerable to release from the 
Green Belt. Also, the revised parcels of land, which are being considered for the Part 2 Assessment, are no longer 
defined by hard boundaries such as Class A roads, railway lines or rivers. In most cases the boundaries are small 
country lanes, such as Roughwood Lane in the fragmented parcel 29. This methodology appears to be against the spirit 
of the NPPF guidance. This should not be used as a basis for declassifying Green Belt and housing and economic 
development should not be permitted on Green Belt. • AONB: Much of the land around Little Chalfont is designated 
AONB and is why so many current residents have chosen to live here. The purpose of the AONB designation is to 
conserve and enhance that natural beauty. In my view this do not permit large scale housing or industrial development. 
I urge Chiltern District Council to fulfil its obligation to protect and preserve existing AONB sites and boundaries. • Little 
Chalfont as a main settlement for growth: The CDC Core Strategy includes Little Chalfont as a main settlement for 
growth. There can be no doubt that Little Chalfont has already received a disproportionate level of new housing in 
recent years. We are now at the point that the current infrastructure is inadequate for the current numbers, with the 
increase in traffic congestion, difficulties with parking, pressures on education and medical provision. It is now more or 
less impossible to stop off for purchases at the village shopping centre because of the parking issues. If there is more 
growth in local housing this situation and the pressure on the infrastructure will become even more impossible. A 
further problem for Little Chalfont is that the A404 runs through the centre of the village producing non-local traffic 
both light and heavy. Further major housing or economic development immediately adjacent to Little Chalfont cannot 
be accommodated and I would formally request that Little Chalfont is removed as a main settlement for growth as it is 
neither justified or viable. • Community involvement: The development of the Local Plan is intended to permit local 
residents the opportunity to shape their communities. I recognise the need for housing development but this should be 
within the current boundaries of Little Chalfont. The current Green Belt and the AONB must be preserved. 

Rep4095 Mrs 
Debbie Evans 

Chalfont St Peter PC Representations Troy Hayes Planning Limited (Troy Planning & Design) has been instructed by 
Chalfont St Peter Parish Council to assist in the preparation of representations to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local 

 Independent  analysis of the 
housing market area functional 
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Clerk Chalfont 
St Peter Parish 
Council 

Plan (Regulation 18) Issues and Options Consultation. On behalf of the Parish Council, we have undertaken a detailed 
review of the material presented as part of the consultation alongside the published evidence base and other 
associated documents. Troy Planning & Design has extensive experience of the plan-making system, having contributed 
to a number of post-NPPF adopted Local Plans as part of work in the public sector and engaging with the preparation 
and Examination of numerous other emerging plans representing both public, private and voluntary sector interests. 
The intention of South Bucks and Chiltern District Councils to bring forward a new Local Plan at the earliest opportunity 
is an objective which we support and is echoed by the Parish Council and other stakeholders with interests in the plan 
area. The adoption of up-to-date planning policy offers the best opportunity to implement and safeguard the 
sustainable development of the area and is consistent with the Government’s objectives for the planning system in 
terms of supporting future growth to meet the objectively assessed needs of the area. Having reviewed the background 
to the consultation, it is necessary to express a number of significant concerns in relation to the evidence base and 
potential policy approaches which must be addressed at the earliest opportunity to ensure that effective policies are 
developed for the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan area. The decision to pursue a Joint Local Plan inevitably 
introduces new elements of complexity to the plan-making process and it is essential that the implications for these are 
well understood at the earliest opportunity. For example, the authorities acknowledge that the “Buckinghamshire” 
Housing Market Area (HMA) is being used as a ‘best fit’ analysis for the purposes of joint plan-making whereas in reality 
the plan area is split between two functional housing market areas (Central Buckinghamshire and Reading / Slough 
[‘Berkshire’]) driving the demand for jobs and housing; alongside the significant influence of the Greater London 
conurbation. In addition, the decision to prepare a Joint Local Plan requires the consideration of a new settlement 
hierarchy and interpretation of the spatial relationship between different settlements and locations. For Chalfont St 
Peter, this is particularly critical given the essentially contiguous built development connecting the settlement with 
Gerrards Cross. The evidence base for the Joint Local Plan does not provide any conclusion that “the whole is greater 
than the sum of its parts” as a result of this scenario and in considering the subsequent options for the Local Plan. 
Notwithstanding this physical connection, the two settlements have little if any history of being planned for jointly in 
terms of infrastructure or the approach towards housing development. This creates a distinct relationship that must 
first be understood before assessing the contribution that any options for growth that directly affect the urban fabric of 
both distinct settlements make to the overall strategy for sustainable development. Finally, both Chiltern District and 
South Bucks Council have separate histories of plan-making and records of delivery against Core Strategies adopted 
prior to the introduction of the NPPF. The residual elements of these strategies, in terms of outstanding planning 
commitments and existing allocations, presents a baseline which must not be overlooked when providing for the 
additional requirements of the new Local Plan. As far as possible, the response in these representations is provided 

linkages concludes that the 
“best fit” for Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Plan area is with the 
rest of Buckinghamshire. Best fit 
groupings do not change 
functional housing market 
relationships and they will 
continue to be considered 
through the plan making 
process. 
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within the framework of questions for the Issues and Options Consultation provided by Chiltern and South Bucks 
Councils. However, we would argue that the questions are themselves improperly limited in scope, in that they do not 
directly allow respondents to address the key issues of the extent to which they consider exceptional circumstances 
justify the adjustment to Green Belt Boundaries or the Duty to Cooperate relationship between Chiltern and South 
Bucks as well as beyond the Local Plan area. The latter is particularly significant, in that if it subsequently transpires that 
the Duty has not been complied with then the requirements for plan-making will not be met and the Local Plan 
incapable of adoption. Our key conclusion at this stage of the consultation would be that there is a lack of clarity in the 
nature of Issues and Options being presented to relevant stakeholders at this time. The various matters introduced 
above and covered in more detail in the representations below highlight significant uncertainties in the understanding 
of local places and how these might affect the contribution to the most effective overall spatial strategy. These 
concerns are exacerbated by the fact that the various options presented as the basis for much of the consultation 
material are relatively silent as to the scale of growth expected to be accommodated. We comment on the emerging 
Sustainability Appraisal throughout (see especially 5.24) and acknowledge that it represents an early stage of plan 
preparation. However, it will be essential to refine this evidence significantly to ensure outcomes are scored 
consistently and also to fully reflect the overall levels of development being provided and scale of specific locations; as 
well as their spatial relationship with the wider plan area. In summary, we would argue that the presentation of 
detailed potential options is inappropriate at this consultation stage due to significant gaps in evidence and in the 
absence of conclusions on the scale of growth that might be accommodated. To include such options may risk pre-
judging the choices subsequently supported by the evidence base for relevant policies. However, these representations 
are offered in the spirit of co-operation to assist in identifying the most appropriate strategy for the area. Although the 
Joint Local Plan is currently at an early stage of preparation, there are significant gaps and flaws in various aspects of 
the technical evidence. As these representations highlight, the partner Councils are some way from identifying any 
‘Preferred Option’ amongst those presented until further work is completed. However, it can be shown that any 
approach which considers concentrating a higher proportion of [an as yet undecided level] growth at Chalfont St Peter 
demonstrates an extremely high likelihood of being found ‘unsound’. This is anticipated on the basis of a lack of 
justification or consistency with national policy in the evidence presented and as not clearly representing the most 
effective strategy for the plan area as a whole. Our view is that these issues should be addressed through a significant 
review of the evidence base and sustained engagement with local communities potentially affected by any proposed 
strategy in order to understand its likely effects. Not least, we consider that engagement with local councils including 
Chalfont St Peter should form a key part of the Green Belt Study (Part 1 and Part 2). We consider that this can be 
achieved within the timetable for the plan-making process to refine the nature of options being considered and 
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establish a Preferred Option which can provide net gains across the social, economic and environmental strands of 
sustainable development as required by national policy. Please treat this letter as part of our representations to the 
consultation. The Parish Council has formed a joint working party with the local community action group, SENSE 4 CSP. 
They support this representation and will also submit their own response. We trust these representations are 
constructive as CDC moves towards the preparation of its preferred option consultation document. As already stated, 
we consider the need to involve local people and local councils in the preparation of the plan and its evidence 
(particularly the Green Belt Assessment) to be of critical importance to ensure the plan meets the legal requirements of 
the Planning Act and soundness tests of the NPPF. We look forward to working with you over the coming months. 

Rep4096 Mrs 
Hazel North 

General Points 1. There is already planning permission for about 600 dwellings at the Holy Cross site and at Newland 
Park. The impact of these major developments on the Chalfont St Peter community is unknown; there are particular 
concerns over the lack of public transport, the narrow lanes round the Newland Park site and the capability of the 
sewerage system. The proposed development options in Chalfont St. Peter, particularly in Mill Meadow and the 
Epilepsy Site would exacerbate this substantial developments. 2. I am keen that Green Belt is preserved. If the 
proposed sites go ahead in Chalfont St Peter, we will lose the green corridor between us and Little Chalfont, Chalfont St 
Giles and Denham. We will also lose most of our amenity space, which is even more necessary with an increased 
population. 3. The infrastructure in Chalfont St. Peter cannot support sustainable development at several levels (some 
of which I realise are not part of this stage of the series of consultations leading to the final Local Plan). 4. Epilepsy 
Centre. Any development of the Epilepsy site in Chalfont St. Peter should remain as Green Belt and hence be restricted 
to only be in the area of current buildings. It should be considered as an employment area and new development there 
should continue to be for medical and care facilities. 5. The policies and aims that were published and voted for in the 
Chalfont St. Peter Neighbourhood Plan should be followed as closely as possible. Specific Points for Local Plan 
Questions 6. Q5. 'Spatial Options' The information in the consultation document is insufficient to be able to choose the 
overlapping Options suggested. There is no hint on how many dwellings could be built for each Option. Many of the 
Options contain more than one alternative. My priorities are to: - preserve the Green Belt - make more efficient use of 
land within built up areas - develop in sustainable areas, particularly with nearby public transport - keep amenity space 
7. Q6. Comments on specific sites The Epilepsy Society Site 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. 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 

 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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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 can 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. 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, e.g. 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 
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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. This should be the case. 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 identified on the A413 is significantly larger that the 2ha 
required for the whole of CDC 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. 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 
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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? 8. 
Q8. '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. 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. 9. Q10. 'Elderly needs' Demographics point to a significant increase in the need to provide 
accommodation and facilities for the elderly. Developments such as Audley Chalfont Dene and Woodland Manor Care 
Home should be encouraged, particularly on the Epilepsy Centre site. 10. Q11. 'Heritage' The aim, definition and 
actions documented in the Chiltern District Council Heritage Strategy(August 2014) should be strenuously followed, 
particularly for parks, gardens, woodland, trees and hedgerow. 11. Q12. 'Unprotected Heritage Asset' It is clear that the 
entire Epilepsy Society site is a local heritage asset and should be protected as such. 12. Q13. 'Green Space' Green 
spaces in Chalfont St. Peter were listed in their Neighbourhood Plan and should be protected with further spaces added 
where possible. 13. Q16. 'Infrastructure' It is clear from the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study that the 
infrastructure provision has not yet been evaluated sufficiently to provide a guide for how much development Chalfont 
St. Peter could support. It is telling that the only type of infrastructure with a status of 'Green' is Telecommunications. 

Rep4097 Mr 
David Lander 

I am amazed that whilst the Chiltern & South Bucks Joint Local Plan is at the consultation stage, a local thriving business 
is threatened by development. I refer to Great Missenden Garage Ltd, Rignall Road, Great Missenden, HP16 9AN. I 
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understand that the owner of the site has contacted the Council, and the site has been accepted as a HELAA site by 
CDC. All this without any consultation with the business owner of Great Missenden Garage. This is a thriving business, a 
valuable community asset used by people in the local area, and by the wider community. There would be a massive 
cost to re-locate, and that assumes there may be a suitable site in the near vicinity. Surely this is not the objective of 
the Joint Local Plan, to cause unemployment and misery. It should be the objective to maintain existing and create new 
employment. 

Rep4098 Mr 
Paul Hornby 

My name is Paul Hornby, Ive been associated with the above Rugby Club for over 45 years, having played from 1970-
1984 and now visit to watch various matches/ games enjoyed by all age groups as well as being able to meet up with 
old friends. I understand you are considering a housing development programme on this site. I would like to lodge my 
deepest objections to any development programme that would compromise this wonderful club / facility. Not only is it 
a successful club running senior teams on a Saturday but has a very active junior/mini section on a Sunday To take 
away this amenity from a thriving section of the local people would not be in the best interests of the community who 
you serve. While I appreciate housing needs have to be catered for, there must be more suitable sites for you to 
consider. 

  

Rep4099 Miss 
Eleanor Horne 

My sister and I live at [………….] on Long Walk in Little Chalfont with our parents and we attend primary school locally. 
Our parents have explained the draft plans for development of the area around Little Chalfont where we live and I 
wanted to write on behalf of the next and future generations who will have to live with the decisions being taken here. 
The areas around Little Chalfont are beautiful and contain pretty woods, footpaths and a home for owls, badgers, deer, 
rabbits, foxes and many other animals. I enjoy walking and riding my bike locally with my daddy, mummy, sister and 
our dog and I would like to one-day be able to do the same with my children. Please protect our future. 

  

Rep4100 Miss 
Karina Rippon 

I am responding to Question 6 as detailed in the recently issued Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan. I note that plans are 
required for the development of addituonal homes in the area. However, I am extremely concerned that Green Belt 
Parcel 69, lying between Windsor Road, Fulmer Road and the M40 is being considered for possible development. I 
believe that this area fulfills vital Green Belt functions and is wholly unsuitable for development. This area provides an 
effective check on the unrestricted sprawl of Gerrards Cross, forming part of the Green Belt between the built-up areas 
of Gerrards Cross, Stoke Poges, and Fulmer. It consists largely of unspoilt and ancient woodland which offers an 
increasingly rare sanctuary for a wide range of nesting birds, badgers, foxes and deer. Any development here would 
seriously degrade the characteristics of the local area in a way that would be completely irreversible. The woodland 
trees and vegetation absorb water that could otherwise flood the M40 Motorway and lower level land….indeed, 
flooding has occurred in this area in the past. The existing dense woodland is important in helping protect existing 
residents from the air and noise pollution generated by a busy Motorway. The only available access would be from 
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Windsor Road or Fulmer Road, both of which are already busy at peak times. This parcel has previously been rejected 
as unsuitable for development by professional consultants appointed by South Bucks District Council. I restate my 
belief that 'Land Parcel 69' is totally unsuitable for development and that other more appropriate options are available. 
OTHER POSSIBLE SITE: A better option for possible development would be the large, flat semi-derelict and under-used 
area of land between the M40 and A40 at Denham to the rear of a number of plant nursery and other businesses. 

Rep4101 
Deborah 
Whittaker 

I am writing to give my objection to the proposed removal of the Green Belt site in Stoke Poges, between Church Lane, 
Park Road, Grays Park Road and Duffield Park. I object on the grounds:- - this site prevents urban sprawl from Slough 
encroaching on a semi-rural village - this would spoil the principal character of a historically significant area around 
Stoke Poges Church and the Thomas Gray Memorial. The landscape and vistas of this area are described in his most 
famous poem. 

  

Rep4102 Mrs 
Sheila Rippon 

I am responding to Question 6 as detailed in the recently issued Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan. I note that plans are 
required for the development of addituonal homes in the area. However, I am extremely concerned that Green Belt 
Parcel 69, lying between Windsor Road, Fulmer Road and the M40 is being considered for possible development. I 
believe that this area fulfills vital Green Belt functions and is wholly unsuitable for development. This area provides an 
effective check on the unrestricted sprawl of Gerrards Cross, forming part of the Green Belt between the built-up areas 
of Gerrards Cross, Stoke Poges, and Fulmer. It consists largely of unspoilt and ancient woodland which offers an 
increasingly rare sanctuary for a wide range of nesting birds, badgers, foxes and deer. Any development here would 
seriously degrade the characteristics of the local area in a way that would be completely irreversible. The woodland 
trees and vegetation absorb water that could otherwise flood the M40 Motorway and lower level land….indeed, 
flooding has occurred in this area in the past. The existing dense woodland is important in helping protect existing 
residents from the air and noise pollution generated by a busy Motorway. The only available access would be from 
Windsor Road or Fulmer Road, both of which are already busy at peak times. This parcel has previously been rejected 
as unsuitable for development by professional consultants appointed by South Bucks District Council. I restate my 
belief that 'Land Parcel 69' is totally unsuitable for development and that other more appropriate options are available. 

  

Rep4103 Mr 
Chris Holmes 

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 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 
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Beauty (“AONB”), an important national asset much appreciated by local residents and visitors to this area. Use of this 
land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy and, with the prospect of progressive degradation, 
reduce its appeal to the many visitors that currently enjoy the area. 3. Any housing and/or industrial development 
would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little Chalfont village. 4. Between 2006 and 2014 Little 
Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. a 12.4% increase) of new housing compared to other settlements in the area 
(e.g. Amersham a 5.3% increase, Chesham 4.0% and Chalfont St. Peter 7.7%). While I recognise that it is necessary to 
construct new housing, it would appear that, in recent years, Little Chalfont has taken a disproportionate share of this 
burden. 5. Any new housing estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, 
parking, train services, healthcare, water and waste management. Despite the disproportionate increase in housing in 
Little Chalfont in recent years, there has not been a commensurate increase in infrastructure. Residential roads that are 
close to the station already have to endure commuter parking during the working week that essentially turns these 
streets into one-way streets and it is only a matter of time before a child is killed due to the lack of visibility. There is 
already insufficient parking to enable people to patronise local shops with the result that cars often wait with their 
engines running until a parking space becomes free that results in an adverse impact on air quality. Finally, the village’s 
healthcare services are already overstretched – without expansion, residents will either have to do without healthcare 
or travel further afield to access it. 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. Furthermore, a housing 
development on this land would mean that Westwood Park is bounded on three sides by housing. The natural 
progression would be to designate Westwood Park for residential development at some point in the future with the 
result that such an action would remove the only recreational area in the village. While there may be no intention to do 
this at present, the fact that the sanctity of existing Green Belt and AONB policy/legislation is being challenged today 
suggests any expressions of intent not to pursue such a development would have little credibility. 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. I also 
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have concerns over the planned area of search for employment development that lies to the east of Stony Lane. While I 
recognise the need for employment for anyone living in any area, I cannot understand the need to create employment 
and the associated housing requirement in an area where unemployment is relatively low and where there is 
insufficient infrastructure to support the increase. This will only be the thin edge of the wedge and only increase the 
demand for housing thereby pushing increasing house prices and exacerbate the unaffordability of housing for many 
families. Surely any employment initiatives are better located in areas where unemployment rates are higher than in 
the Little Chalfont area. In summary, the current thinking behind the possible development of Green Belt and AONB 
land in Little Chalfont contravenes all policies designed to prevent the spread and urban sprawl and merging of urban 
areas. Little Chalfont already has insufficient infrastructure to accommodate a significant increase in its population and 
any further increase would have serious adverse environmental and social consequences. Do not be responsible for 
taking the “Little” out of Little Chalfont. 

Rep4104 Mr 
Richard 
Jennings 
Chairman 
River Chess 
Association 

1. Introduction This response sets out a number of comments we believe should be included or addressed in the 
Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) The River Chess is a chalk stream that rises in Chesham in 
Buckinghamshire and runs through the Chess Valley to Rickmansworth, where it becomes a tributary of the Colne. The 
Chess Valley is part of the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, of which chalk streams are a characteristic 
feature. The Chess is home to a variety of important wildlife, such as water voles, brown trout, migrating osprey, green 
sandpipers and stream water crowfoot. This scenic river is enjoyed by walkers, fishermen, photographers and wildlife 
enthusiasts. The Chess faces many threats, including low flows caused by abstraction for the public water supply, 
sewage discharges, road, urban and agricultural pollution and invasive species such as North American mink and 
Japanese knotweed. For this reason the River Chess Association was formed to protect and enhance the River Chess for 
future generations. While we appreciate that there is a need to increase housing through this Local Plan we wish to 
ensure that it does not have a detrimental effect on the River Chess. We strongly believe that the Local Plan should 
contain a statement with respect to the River Chess and the neighbouring River Misbourne that confirms their 
importance and the commitment of the District Councils to protect them. “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.” 2. Engagement with Water Companies We understand that there is a 
need to increase the housing stock in Chiltern District but are keen to ensure that this is done in way that does not have 
a detrimental affect on the environment, particularly the Rivers Chess. We therefore encourage Chiltern District to 
engage with both Thames Water and Affinity Water to involve them in the planning of this housing expansion. Thames 
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Water operate sewage management and processing for Chiltern District. Affinity Water are responsible for supplying 
drinking water for the District. In addition Thames Water abstract water from the aquifer underlying Chiltern District 
for supply elsewhere. Only through dialogue with these water companies will we ensure the River Chess is not subject 
to further stress and deterioration in quality. 3. Water Supply The Chess catchment is over abstracted and any increase 
in water demand coming from new housing needs to come from alternative sources. We also believe that abstraction 
needs to be reduced from current levels, if this does not happen we will see more frequent river drying events in 
Chesham as we did in 2011/12 and more recently between September 2015 and January 2016. This latest drying event 
caused thousands of fish to be killed and the almost complete disappearance of invertebrates in the river. The branch 
of the Chess above Bury Lake did not start running until February with the lake only filling at the beginning of March, 
the Vale Brook “culvert” in Townsend Road still empty. The infrastructure capacity should be addressed prior to any 
construction of new housing as in revised Planning Policy Guidelines. We are working on a joint study with the 
Environment Agency, Buckinghamshire County Council and the Water Companies to address this problem but it must 
also be highlighted and addressed the in Local Plan. Between 2001 and 2013 we saw a 52% increase in abstraction in 
the River Chess Catchment around Chesham. We believe that this is one of the main reasons for low flows in the River 
Chess. 4. Sewage Treatment Infrastructure The Chesham Sewage Treatment Works is failing to cope with current 
demand let alone any increase from new housing. As yet we have not seen any firm plans from Thames Water as to 
how this is going to be addressed. This should be a key issue in the Local Plan. During 2013 there were a number of 
catastrophic equipment and procedure failures at the Chesham STW resulting in sewage flooding adjacent properties 
and being discharged into the River Chess. In 2014 the Chesham STW was unable to cope with throughput and 
discharged sewage into the River Chess for four months from February to June. The volume of sewage discharged 
during this period was equal to the amount of oil spilt by BP in the Gulf of Mexico. We encourage the planners to 
engage with both Thames Water and Affinity Water at the earliest stage of this planning process to ensure both are 
aware of the increasing demand for water and sewage treatment. We need to see clear detailed plans in the Local Plan 
as to how this demand will be met Prior to agreeing any new housing targets. If water supply and sewage processing is 
not addressed we will be back to the old standby solution. We need to supply water then we allow the river to dry up, 
if the Sewage Treatment Works cannot cope then we can always dump the excess in the river. There are no plans in the 
current Thames Water AMP (2015 – 2020) for the expansion of the Chesham STW. This kind of infrastructure provision 
takes years to plan, cost and deliver. In our view no further residential or commercial development can take place 
before adequate wastewater provision has been provided. 5. Road, Urban and Agricultural Runoff Over recent years 
the drainage issues in Chesham and along the Chess Valley have created a number of pollution points. We are 
concerned that the planning process in Chiltern District is inadequate and is unable to protect the River Chess. New 
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pollution points are being created and nothing is being done to protect the River Chess. We are trying to resolve 
existing pollution points while the planners ignore the new ones that are being created. Urban, agricultural and road 
runoff continues to be a problem on the Chess. This river should be a crystal clear river from headwater to the 
confluence with the Colne at Rickmansworth, increasingly this is not the case. The river is used as an extension to the 
urban drainage system, which introduces significant volumes of sediment and pollutants. In the first 10 days of March 
2016 we have seen these events on three separate days. Bell Lane Beechwood Avenue is a regular source of sediment 
for the Chess. Flows into Bell Lane Flows down Bell Lane towards the Chess Eventually flowing across Latimer Road and 
into the Chess. Not only is it polluting the Chess it is also undermining the road. Blackwell Hall Lane Road and 
agricultural runoff flows down Blackwell Hall Lane until it finds this gap in the curb. Where it then finds a convenient 
channel to take it straight into the Chess. Lords Mill Highly discoloured water flowing over Lords Mill. Vale Brook in 
Duck Alley Highly discoloured water flowing out of the Vale Brook culvert in Duck Alley Filthy water from the Vale Brook 
merging with the water of the River Chess in Duck Alley. Town Bridge Small runoff drain flowing dirty water into the 
Chess at Town Bridge Water Lane, Chesham Clean Water flowing from springs in Water Lane. Queens Head Chesham 
Small road runoff pipe flowing into the Chess at the Queens Head, contributing more sediment and pollutants to the 
river. Little Chess It does not have to be like this, here is a picture of the Chess, also taken at the same time, in Holloway 
Lane. This section is known as the Little Chess and is an excellent example of what the rest of the Chess should look like 
despite the heavy rain. Consistently clear water and one of the best areas for breeding fish. We have many sources of 
runoff and pollution, with the exception of the Vale Brook, as individual problems they are not overly detrimental but 
when aggregated together they are a “death by a thousand cuts”. What disappoints us is that our planners at Chiltern 
District Council do not see any reason to restrict these sources and will happily stand to one side and let more be 
installed, leaving the many voluntary groups and the Environment Agency to clear up the mess. We would like to see 
sustainable road and urban drainage plans included in the Local Plan as new housing is going to place greater stress on 
the existing infrastructure. 6. Chess Valley Green Belt Under Threat Under a review of the Green Belt in 
Buckinghamshire various sites have been identified for further review with the potential of Green Belt status being 
removed. This would be the first step towards approval for housing development. There has been an assessment of 
Green Belt parcel 22a, which is situated partly in the Chess Valley. The first stage of the assessment looks at how well 
the parcel meets the purposes of the Green Belt. Purpose 1: To check unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. 
Purpose 2: To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another. Purpose 3: To assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment Purpose 4: To preserved the setting and special character of historic towns Through 
the review parcel 22a had the highest possible score of 5 for Purpose 2 and 3. Under the assessment methodology any 
parcel scoring a 5 for any one purpose would not move forward to stage 2 of this assessment. Of the 100 parcels 
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assessed only 22a scored a 5 for both Purpose 2 and 3. It was therefore a surprise to discover part of parcel 22a below 
has been identified and moved forward for further review. This part parcel runs from Stony Lane to Bell Lane in the 
Chess Valley. This site has been moved forward despite scoring very highly for meeting the purposes of Green Belt and 
totally ignoring that this site includes an ancient monument, the remains of a Roman Villa, which includes an example a 
stunning mosaic floor. The fact that this site has been taken forward brings into question the validity of the whole 
review. We have reviewed the latest version of the Arup report, your comments are included in Annex 1. The area of 
parcel 22a being moved to Part 2 of the Green Belt assessment is pictured below. This is situated in one of the most 
unspoilt areas of the Chess Valley, if it was developed it would destroy the essence of the valley an put an 
unsustainable stress on the River Chess. Stony Lane Bell Lane While appreciating that there are new housing 
requirements and that these will be difficult to meet, the exceptional circumstances needed to remove land from the 
Green Belt have not been demonstrated. 7. Summary Conclusions Engagement with Water Companies We would like 
to see the establishment of a formal forum where the water companies and the District Council planners meet with 
stakeholders to ensure water supply and sewage treatment issues are addressed. Water Supply We would like to see a 
commitment in the Local Plan to reduction in abstraction in the Chess Catchment in order to reduce low flow and 
drying events in the River Chess. Sewage Treatment Infrastructure We want to see a detailed plan showing how 
Thames Water intend to upgrade the Chesham Sewage Treatment Works to meet existing and future demand. Road, 
Urban and Agricultural Runoff We would like to see detailed sustainable road and urban drainage plan included in the 
Local Plan to address existing issues and cope with new housing. Chess Valley Green Belt Under Threat While 
appreciating that there are new housing requirements and that these will be difficult to meet, the exceptional 
circumstances needed to remove land from the Green Belt have not been demonstrated. Statement of Commitment by 
Chiltern and South Bucks District Council “Within the boundaries of South Bucks and Chiltern District Councils 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.” 

Rep4106 Mr 
Robert Hazell 

Chiltern and South Bucks Consultation – The proposed expansion of Little Chalfont With regard to the Chiltern and 
South Bucks Consultation, as a resident and local tax payer who has lived in this area for just short of 30 years, brought 
up our family here, and contributed to this area not least by serving three separate terms as a Governor of local 
schools, I wish to make the following points. 1) Little Chalfont is not, and should never be considered as a "Main 
settlement for (further) Growth”. It has already contributed considerably in this respect, and more so than in any other 
local community, particularly Chesham and Amersham!! 2) Can Little Chalfont accommodate significant new 

 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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developments? No, as the most simple of examples just look at the chaos that abounds from the traffic trying to park in 
the road alongside the main shops in " THE VILLAGE" (as it is known here locally), at many a time of day and how it 
spills onto the main road bringing through traffic to an unnecessary standstill. Of course, if the ultimate objective is to 
achieve total gridlock of the area at certain times of the day, that would be an interesting outcome. 3) Should 
development be limited to within current village boundaries? No, not necessarily. With an increasing population and 
demand for housing, there should be an expansion in the provision of homes and amenities, and were this to be limited 
to within those boundaries, there might be the potential for over concentrated, high density situations which equally 
bring with them their own difficulties. However, any such encroachment should be VERY LIMITED. 4) Chiltern District 
Council should NOT be seeking to declassify existing Green Belt and thus destroying the very purpose of the 1954 Act. 
As you are heavily aware, the Chilterns are renowned, not just in this country, but by many foreign visitors, as an AONB. 
Only this Christmas we took a young lady from Thailand through the fields and the woods in Westwood Park. Despite 
her extensive travelling, she had NEVER "seen anything as refreshing" as during that walk! 6) Infrastructure. Two of the 
key schools serving this community are 1960s low cost builds in need of replacement! Visit them and see for yourself!! 
There would be a MASSIVELY EXPENSIVE need to commit to any large demands for supplying minimum education 
needs for any such increased local population. Traffic density has grown alarmingly in the last thirty years - there was a 
time when there was no need for pavements under the Chalfont Station railway bridge - or perhaps you didn't know 
that? Sports and recreation. Yes, Westwood Park offers superb footballing, cricket, tennis, and basketball and children's 
play activities which are highly utilised by the young potential tax payers of this area in particular. How do you propose 
to provide this vitally important basic requirement for the proposed increased population? Cont… Healthcare in Little 
Chalfont is close to its limit, certainly within the local surgery. Education: The commitment to selective education has 
limited the potential of many local children and created a far more costly two tier schooling requirement. What will you 
do to provide the additional Grammar School requirement for a start, and when are you going to rebuild Amersham 
School? Train Services: It is unlikely that Metropolitan train services could be increased because of the logistical 
integration of trains beyond Baker Street. So you could bring lots of extra people to Little Chalfont and potentially deny 
them the chance to work/visit London??? Social Care: Is already beyond breaking point - I know from recent 
experience. To summarise, I feel that these proposals are far too extensive, and certain to cause massive disruption to 
this area, both in the short and long term. Residential views are critically important because we are the day-to-day end 
users.  

settlements.  

Rep4107 Jane 
Hollister 

I am emailing you today to ask you to reconsider granting planning permission to turn Westwood Park in Little Chalfont 
from a park / playing fields into a housing development. Whilst we all understand the need for more housing I am 
shocked that you are considering turning this community green space into housing. It is the only public space in Little 
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Chalfont, and much used by families and dog walkers alike all through the week. It is also the home of Westwood Park 
football club, if you go to the park on a Saturday morning you will see the huge number of children playing sport - the 
whole field is utilised. In this age of obesity I feel it is really important that we are encouraging young people away from 
their electric gadgets and into sport. If this playing field is developed several 100 children will lose the ability to play 
football!  

Rep4108 Dr 
Anthony Jones 

General Observations about the consultation process I am disappointed at the lack of notice regarding the options and 
consultation thereon. Like many residents in the Ashley Green Parish Council area, the first I heard about this was in 
late February 2016 when the Parish Council notified local residents about a meeeting to be held on 3 March 2016, from 
which it transpired that any responses would need to be submitted by 14 March. It is understood that the option to 
consider the green belt land north of Chesham between Chesham and Ashley Green arose as a result of a preliminary 
consultation that did not involve the residents of Ashley Green Parish Council, thus further contributing to a lack of 
awareness for local residents. In the short timescale, it is therefore difficult to respond constructively to the more 
technical issues covered in the consultation document, so my responses will tend to focus on the reasons why the 
option to consider employment development on green belt land to the north of Chesham is unsatisfactory. Question 5 
Employment development should be located close to or within town centres and close to rail and high capacity road 
links (dual carriageways) in order to minimise travel time and congestion on rural roads and assist with sustainability 
and environmental pollution issues. Within the District Council areas of Chiltern and South Bucks, sites near the M25, 
M40 and main commuter railways should form the main priority for consideration of future employment development. 
The A41 lies to the north of Chiltern District Council's boundary, but it would seem that development along the A41 
would offer a possible option for consideration because that would minimise additional road traffic along the A416 
corridor through Ashley Green and into Chesham. This would obviously require discussions with Dacorum Borough 
Council to discover if they could take up employment options. Question 6 The option to consider land north of 
Chesham for employment development is unsatisfactory for many reasons, including preservation of the green belt and 
because the A416 is not suitable for carrying additional traffic. The purpose of the green belt is to protect the 
countryside and constrain the sprawl of built up areas. The option to develop land to the north of Chesham would be 
contrary to the principal of the green belt. It is important to maintain a clear 'green' zone between Chesham and the 
settlement of Rushmoor and village of Ashley Green in order to maintain their separate identities. Much of the land in 
this area is agricultural, and it is important for the national interest to avoid the loss of productive land. The single 
carriageway A416 is not suitable for the additional traffic that would be generated. It passes through the village of 
Ashley Green and the settlement of Rushmoor, and has already been subject to significantly increased use since the 
opening of the A41 dual carriageway some years ago. Traffic congestion in Chesham would be exacerbated, as well as 
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further impacting on the residential areas along the road corridor. The imposition of additional traffic for employment 
would not only cause congestion and road safety issues but also risks extending the adverse effects of traffic noise and 
pollution into the evenings and weekends which would detrimentally affect the amenity of local residents in this rural 
area. As well as the effects of increased traffic, any industrial development would of itself also involve adverse effects 
on residents through increased noise and loss of visual amenity. A national oil pipeline traverses the area; it would be 
prudent to avoid development in its vicinity. 

Rep4109 Mr 
Robert Reeves 

Regulation 18 Consultation: Chiltern District Council Issues and Options Q.8.1 Site selection and justification? Chiltern 
District Council should concentrate its local housing stock on brownfield sites and its less sensitive ‘urban fringe’ sites 
which can be most easily connected to existing road / transport networks and have better access to local amenities and 
infrastructure. Several of the sites identified for development are 'easy wins', green field sites which are relatively easy 
(cheap) to develop but necessitate irreversible environmental damage. There is a corridor of land to the north and 
south of the A404 (White Lion Road) with sites between Amersham and Little Chalfont which do not appear to have 
been considered and on a superficial inspection would appear to be land that is not particularly special, unlike the 
Green Belt and AONB areas that have been proposed for development. This would contain any development in the 
stretch of existing urban area between Amersham and Little Chalfont – linking the housing areas together and creating 
a larger joined community. Why has this area not been considered? Is CDC one of the 73 Councils in England who are 
piloting new registers of brownfield sites? Q.17.1 Little Chalfont: Major Settlement for Growth? Little Chalfont should 
only be identified as a ‘Major Settlement for Growth’ following consideration of all options. Several of the options 
presented involve sacrificing large tracts of environmentally and visually sensitive areas of land - designated Green Belt 
and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty - it is difficult to see how Little Chalfont was selected as a suitable centre for 
growth. AONB policy is ‘to conserve and enhance the beauty of nature’. The proposals are contrary to National 
Planning and Chiltern District Council planning policies. The views, landscape setting and biodiversity should be 
enhanced rather than devalued or destroyed. What other site options have been considered? Notwithstanding the 
current arguments taking place about the future of the Green Belt, the proposed development areas are generally 
green field sites whose development would have a major negative impact on the openness and character of the Green 
Belt and Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Q.17.2 Little Chalfont: Can it accommodate significant 
new development? The draft development proposals indicate that Little Chalfont cannot accommodate significant 
areas of development without a significant adverse impact on the environmental, landscape and visual amenity of the 
area. Clearly there will also be wider impacts on education, health and well-being, parking, sport and recreation, social 
care, transport, water and waste water and waste management. All the existing facilities would be totally inadequate 
due to the large scale proposed building expansion proposed. There will be a net loss in biodiversity. Will the developer 
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fund other mitigation measures through CIL, or other legal agreements? Q.17.3 Little Chalfont: Expansion within 
existing boundaries? Development should be contained within the current village boundaries. Expansion onto green 
field sites to the east of Stony Lane and Church Grove will lead to urbanised, ribbon development towards Chenies 
Village (Conservation Area) and Chenies Manor (listed building). The proposed expansion of Little Chalfont eastwards 
development will have an urbanising effect on the existing open, rolling, rural landscape (cf Annex E). At present this 
stretch of land is unspoilt by any development and is Green Belt countryside. Search for employment areas such as 
business parks or trading estates is contrary to the well-established features associated with the Green Belt / AONB 
designations and contrary to National and Local Planning Policies. Q.17.4 National Planning Policy Framework, Chapter 
9 – Green Belt? Chiltern District Council should adhere to National Planning Policy Framework (chapter 9, Green Belt) 
The Green Belt is intended to maintain openness and separation – and prevent the sort of urban sprawl that will ensue 
if the Planned Area of Search for Employment is designated. Q.17.5 National Planning Policy Framework, Chapter 11 – 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty? Chiltern District Council should adhere to the National Planning Policy Framework 
(chapter 11) objectives of conserving and enhancing Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The Chilterns Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty Management Plan confirms that ‘the Chilterns is possibly the most heavily visited 
landscape in the UK, with 55million leisure visits a year’ – a detail which reinforces the current high amenity value and 
benefit derived from the use of the area for leisure and recreation. ANOB policy is ‘to conserve and enhance the beauty 
of nature’ The NPPF is clear that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty designated areas. Q.17.6 Stage 2 Consideration Map: General Area 22A: Chess Valley? 
General Area 22A indicates an area for development on the lower slopes of the agricultural land on the south side of 
the Chess Valley. This plot of land is highly sensitive environmentally and visually. Development here will have a highly 
detrimental impact on the character and appearance of the Chess Valley. Natural England's Agricultural Land 
Classification map indicates that the farmland soil is grade 3 (moderate to good) and, as such is a valuable natural 
resource which should not be built over or subject to irreversible loss. Any development in this location will be visually 
intrusive from many vantage points and will particularly ruin the prospect from Latimer Park, a Grade II registered Park 
& Garden which overlooks the site from the opposite side (north) of the valley and Latimer House, listed building and 
Latimer village Conservation Area. Q.17.7 Environmental Assessment? At this stage no Environmental Assessment (EA) 
has taken place. An EA will need to consider the many potential impacts of development including (but not limited to) 
the effects on archaeological and heritage, biodiversity, ecology, hydrology, landscape and visual impact, soils and 
transport. The current proposals and their associated road links are likely to have significant adverse impacts on the 
individual components of the landscape - including veteran trees and mature established hedgerows, the aesthetic and 
perceptual aspects of the landscape - as described in the local Landscape Character Assessment, the character of the 
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landscape created by particular combinations of these elements, and particularly valued parts of the landscape - such 
as the Chess Valley, which contributes to this value. Summary Chiltern District Council should protect existing Green 
Belt. Chiltern District Council should protect existing AONB (Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty) Chiltern District 
Council should protect from harm local Conservation areas, the setting and views of listed buildings, and listed Parks 
and Gardens. The proposed scale of development is totally inappropriate in the exquisite local environment of the 
Chiltern AONB and Green Belt. It poses an unacceptable threat to The Chess Valley and surrounding areas, destroying 
the nature, beauty and unique setting for ever, losing a legacy for generations to come. 

Rep4110 Mr 
Lee Brazier 
Rep4111 Mrs 
Debby Brazier 

I am writing to you to protest against the proposed Issues & options initial consultation due to the effect that it will 
have in the area of Little Chalfont. In respect to your document outlining the potential areas of the surrounding district 
that contains Little Chalfont I wanted to highlight the following areas as to why planning permission should not be 
permitted: It goes without question that the likes of education, healthcare, waste management and healthcare are 
already stretched in the area. However, this does not seem to have been taken into consideration along with traffic and 
parking and the strain already on train services. The Green belt in question and AONB within the District and 
particularly surrounding Little Chalfont is contrary to the NPPF and the need for housing cannot constitute the ‘very 
special circumstances’ required for such release. The inclusion of Little Chalfont in your proposed plan as a main 
settlement for growth is neither justified nor viable and I would strongly request that it is removed. I would like to 
challenge this methodology, which appears to be against the spirit of the NPPF guidance, and disregards CDC/SBDC’s 
obligation to protect and enhance Green Belt. I strongly believe that the methodology cannot be used as a basis for 
declassifying Green Belt and that housing and economic development should not be permitted on Green Belt. Just 
because there is the existence of a tube and railway station, in isolation, It is presumed that this warrants the 
development of a settlement and that is incredibly misconceived. As you know there are many levels of development 
criteria must be taken into account (Infrastructure, Sustainability etc.) and it has been clearly demonstrated that in the 
case of Little Chalfont, the evidence clearly shows that further major development cannot be accommodated. There 
are already many an issue that Little Chalfont has in the areas of traffic, parking, transport, education, health and utility 
supplies. These issues already exist for the community today and will be unmanageable if further major development 
takes place. From recent community study – it has already been concluded that most cannot be resolved. Furthermore, 
even with small scale development with our existing boundaries, the village will be seriously affected by developments 
in neighbouring settlements (e.g. Newland Park), which will in any event cause major problems for traffic, transport 
and parking. In terms of housing - there have, of course, been several recent planning approvals of a material nature 
and these will already be contributing to Little Chalfont’s growth. Little Chalfont has also been growing proportionally 
(in terms of housing) at a far greater rather than any of the surrounding areas including Amersham. It is of my opinion 
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that the inability to meet the Objectively Assessed Housing Need does not constitute ‘exceptional circumstances’ for 
the release of Green Belt. Therefore, I would clearly reject any proposal to undertake any significant housing or 
economic development in or immediately adjacent to Little Chalfont. As a member of the community, I urge Chiltern 
District Council to fulfil its obligations to protect and enhance the Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 
When we add the unique characteristics of Chiltern district, namely over 70% of the Chiltern district is designated as an 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, I feel that it is clear that you do not have a strong enough argument within your 
proposal to move forward to the next stage; ‘Areas for Further Consideration at Stage 2 for Chiltern and South Bucks’.  

Rep4112 Sue 
Douglass 
Rep4180 Jan 
Mellmann 

First, congratulations to officers on producing the new Local Plan. It is a comprehensive document. Unfortunately, it 
reads like a wish list for property developers and gives the impression that CDC is attempting to solve the housing 
shortage single handedly and brutally because it has identified so many “proposed” sites in the CDC area alone. There is 
a more considered and effective way forward. See later. In response to the Government’s National Planning Framework 
dozens of local plans are being produced across the country. Nearly all of them make excessive provision for housing 
development. These proposals affect hundreds of mainly Conservative held seats. At the next general election planning 
will be a major issue and sitting MPs will need to take note of public opinion and amend planning policy accordingly. 
Council elections will also see objections to the way house building is being managed. In the CDC district there is the 
added issue of HS2 construction across large areas of the region, with associated upheaval and destruction of the 
countryside and adverse impact on residents. In the longer term therefore it is likely that CDC will not be required to 
provide 7,300 (15,100 with South Bucks) houses over the next 20 years. The actual figure will need to be much lower to 
protect the character of the area. The numbers you cite are in addition to infill sites and the previous Local Plan that 
cited 600 houses as being needed. (These are not mentioned in the latest plan and I understand they are to be 
assumed to have been built. This is an unfortunate and misleading omission that the latest plan should address). The 
whole of the provision is to be on Green Belt land. This is unacceptable and will destroy the character and the social 
cohesion of the area were it to go ahead. The Local Plan appears to create rather than meet a housing demand with its 
excessive numbers of proposed dwellings. A more considered small scale approach would be more effective and lead to 
less destruction of important Green Belt land and the character and amenity of the area. It is my view that your figures 
are based on poor and uncertain evidence and the number of houses you cite as being needed are inaccurate. The 
HEDA documents show this. In addition, by combining with South Bucks under Reg. 18 to attempt to address joint 
housing need you cannot properly calculate the housing demand. The ‘best fit’ strategy mentioned in the addenda 
indicates this. It could lead to miscalculating a greater demand than is actually there. Further the government’s own 
documentation says that calculating housing need is not an ‘exact science’. Therefore it is not the case that the housing 
numbers are ‘objectively assessed’ since the criteria you use are not themselves objective or indicative of housing 

 Independent  analysis of the 
housing market area functional 
linkages concludes that the 
“best fit” for Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Plan area is with the 
rest of Buckinghamshire. Best fit 
groupings do not change 
functional housing market 
relationships and they will 
continue to be considered 
through the plan making 
process. 
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need. The situation is far too complex to calculate accurately and therefore ‘best guess’ approaches will be liable to 
challenge. Certainly what you have produced is in no way fair and equitable on current residents or deliverable in any 
effective way. Therefore it is my view that the Core Strategy Vision does not remain valid now or into 2036. The 
document is aspirational but not practical. It states that the Local Plan will “maintain the character of Chalfont St 
Peter”. It is clear from the number of proposed sites with no effective infrastructure that it cannot do this. What CDC 
are proposing is not deliverable. All reference to “sustainability” should be removed from the Local Plan. There is 
nothing sustainable about building on Green Belt sites, particularly at the number and density proposed. Your agents, 
Arun have assessed some sites as being suitable despite them not meeting criteria for building on the Green Belt. The 
proposals, particularly the GA47b site, will create urban sprawl. Together they will damage the unique character of the 
area and the the amount of building will create social deprivation, since there is no infrastructure to support any of the 
proposed sites and the CDC’s own supporting documentation shows that infrastructure providers have no idea if any 
infrastructure can be provided at all or in any meaningful way. CDC and infrastructure providers cannot currently mend 
the potholes in Bull Lane (where I live) prevent the flooding in the lane (never addressed by infrastructure providers) or 
provide adequate safety for pedestrians on a busy lane with no footpath and poor lighting and road signage at the 
moment, yet alone were you to be allowed to build excessive number of houses on Rylands Farm (GA47b) and the 
windfall Gerrards Cross Lawn Tennis Club site (not mentioned in the Local Plan - thereby preventing a comprehensive 
understanding of what is going on in Bull Lane and the area more generally). It is clear that Chalfont St Peter has been 
singled out by CDC to bear the brunt of the alleged demands for new builds at the expense of the Green Belt land 
around the immediate area and in order to maintain the more rural character of communities further into the CDC 
area. I appreciate there are other areas facing loss of Green Belt but the building in the Chalfont St Peter area has been 
and is forecast to continue to be considerable. It is time for other areas to bear some of the burden. I understand there 
are test cases currently going through the courts regarding the loss of amenity of local people due to the excessive 
housing demands that certain councils are seeking to impose on existing residents; it is entirely possible that CDC will 
face similar legal challenges. Before I respond to the numbered questions in your letter seeking resonses, I wish to 
make a particular representation: Green Belt Assessment: General Area 47b This area is of most personal concern to 
me as it affects Bull Lane where I live. It is Green Belt land, unbuilt farmland, preventing urban sprawl with Beaconsfied, 
preventing neighbouring towns from merging, safeguarding the countryside from encroachment by building and 
preserves the character and special character of historic towns. (Historic Blustrode Park and the Iron Age Fort are 
directly across the road). It has a public footpath on its north side and one on the south. They both afford lovely views. 
The site creates a pleasant, typical rolling Chiltern hill view from Bull Lane and the A40. It has great biodiversity, with 
for example, pheasants, bullfinches, goldfinches, red kites and numerous other birds, there is an old hawthorn hedge 
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(therefore biodiverse) along the Bull Lane section too. The land is mostly kept to grass with cattle grazing. It creates a 
beautiful open vista. It should not be destroyed. To build on it would create an extension into the countryside that is 
unacceptable. There is flooding at the point on the site where Mumfords Lane comes out onto the A40, with water 
running off from the hill. This flooding has never been addressed. It creates a hazard for traffic and pedestrians. Any 
dense building on the site will create subsidence. If the site were to be built on then ribbon development would be 
created and neighbouring towns would be merged, joining GA47b with the proposed at Beaconsfield in direct 
contradiction of the ideas of the Green Belt. A view that the site is sustainable has been expressed by some as the site 
is close to Gerrards Cross railway station. However, it is more likely that residents will use cars to drive due to the 
proximity to the A40 and the bus is service is poor. Cycling on Bull Lane is dangerous due to narrow carriageways, fast 
moving traffic and potholes. Any new estate roads will be used for parking by commuters. The sustainability of 
closeness to a station is outweighed by the destruction of unbuilt Green Belt farmland and extension of an existing 
settlement. In my view this, together with the reasons stated above, makes the site unsustainable and unsuitable for 
building. Nor do any special circumstances exist that should take it out of the Green Belt. I refer here to Gerrards Cross 
Lawn Tennis Club’s proposed move to the GA47b site. (In this regard I note that CDC says the Local Plan refers to 
‘proposed’ sites but GXLTC’s move to GA47b has been planned for years). GXLTC is not a community resource, it is a 
private members club. Most of the members live outside the area and drive to the club, which is why it has had an 
unresolved parking problem for many years (the recent parking restrictions in Orchehill Avenue have just pushed the 
problem of tennis club parking onto Maltmans Lane and the corner of Bull Lane). It is not the “success” of the club (see 
Parish Minutes 3.6.13 where the club sought approval in principle for the move from the Parish Council - Councillor 
Wertheim was in attendance so he is aware) that means it wants to move and expand onto the GA47b site, it needs a 
parking area. The Green Belt should not be destroyed for a private members’ club car park. Better management of 
parking on the current club premises would be a more sustainable option. If GXLTC were permitted to move, the 
residents of Bull Lane would potentially have two large housing developments within 100m of each other. It cannot be 
fair and equitable that GXLTC whose members do not live in the area can have such an impact on Bull Lane or that 
housing developers more generally should be allowed to have such an impact. Further, Bull Lane does not have 
sufficient infrastructure now to cope with its current flooding problem, traffic problem, lack of footpath, poor road 
signage and lighting, it would seem unlikely that excessive house building in the area would improve that situation. 
Your own assessors, Arup, noted that the site fulfills its Green Belt function. I would ask that it is kept as unbuilt Green 
Belt land. Turning now to your specific questions: Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing 
and functional economic market areas being used, on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment 
work planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan process? Development Regarding objectively assessed 
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housing need your HEDNA document doubts the strategy, stating: “Boundaries that straddle local authority areas are 
usually impractical, given that planning policy is mostly made at the local authority level, and many kinds of data are 
unavailable for smaller areas” “It is best if HMAs, as defined for the purpose of needs assessments, do not straddle 
local authority boundaries. For areas smaller than local authorities data availability is poor and analysis becomes 
impossibly complex.” It is clear that you cannot objectively assess housing need. CDC and South Bucks are combining 
and the two areas are too complex and cumbersome to accurately or objectively predict housing need. The potential 
for excessive numbers is considerable and evident in the Local Plan. Question 2: Do you have any comments on the 
draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether 
additional sites should be added? See my particular comments on GA47 above. More generally, the draft HELAA is not 
viable. The sites identified are not deliverable by 2036 in any effective way. You simply do not have the infrastructure 
to support it. Infrastructure providers more have no vision whatsoever on whether they are able to provide 
infrastructure (your own documentation shows this), taken together with the scale of building you are proposing, the 
area will need new schools, GP surgeries, water/sewage, upgrading of roads and transport. It will create increased 
traffic and place a greater burden on the one transport hub, Gerrards Cross station, where parking is already an issue 
and overcrowded trains a problem. The draft HELAA is produced in consultation with ‘stakeholders’ which mainly 
consist of people interested in developing land - developers, land promoters, land agents. It states that the local 
community is involved but the Local Plan consultation is the first time that the community, to my knowledge, has been 
consulted. 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? Infill sites throughout the area could provide for current and future housing 
needs. Rather than building excessive numbers of houses on Green Belt land a more considered albeit slower approach 
would be more effective and fair. 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. No I do not agree with the approach. The housing assessment need is based on poor 
evidence. It has not taken account of the 600 houses assessed as being needed in the previous local plan. The situation 
has not changed so drastically since then that the housing need suddenly becomes 7,300 for the CDC area, you are 
responding to government pressure to build excessive numbers of houses. It is exaggeration based on flawed not 
‘objective‘ evidence. All mention of the word ‘sustainable‘ should be removed from the document. There is nothing 
sustainable about building excessive numbers of houses on previously unbuilt Green Belt land. Your document takes 
account only of an inaccurate and exaggerated development ‘need’ (in fact a political stance by the government and 
pressure from property developers) and not the amenity of the community. Question 5: What spatial strategy option or 
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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? Most important is to make efficient use of land that is 
already built up and use infill sites as a means of meeting housing need. The current assessment of 7,300 houses over 
20 years is undeliverable. Current housing needs are being met by infills. For example in Bull Lane and central Gerrards 
Cross, along Packhorse Road, South Park and environs there are at least ten separate building sites and recently 
completed builds with mixed flats and houses. In Station Road, Gerrards Cross unused office premises are being 
converted to flats. Incidentally your case for business development along the A413 also seems flawed given that there 
has been empty office space in Gerrards Cross for years and therefore no need for further development. I believe the 
CDC should concentrate on small scale house building on the numerous infill sites available. This may not suit the 
business model of housing developers who would prefer large sites and economies of scale but it would be an 
environmentally more appropriate and fairer approach to current residents to adopt a more considered approach to 
house building not in the numbers you erroneously claim are needed. Q6: Do you have any comments on individual 
options: See my comments on the GA47b site above. This parcel of land should remain in the Green Belt as it meets all 
Green Belt requirements and is not suitable for a new tennis club. I would encourage the CDC to explore options via the 
Duty to Co-operate to spread the burden of house building throughout the Chilterns area so that each community 
bears some house building but in manageable proportions. At the moment the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross 
area is looking to bear far too much building to the detriment of the character of the community. Question 7: Do you 
have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks. Yes, they are exaggerated and 
excessive and calculated on poor evidence. They are produced under pressure from a Government pushing for 
excessive house building in areas that cannot cope with it. It is not simply the use of Green Belt land but the lack of 
infrastructure and public and private money for that infrastructure that will create long term problems in the area. 
Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the council’s can meet its local affordable housing 
need? Yes. Affordable housing is not deliverable in the long term. It cannot be guaranteed in perpetuity. Market rents 
in the area are high and typically affordable housing rents are set at 80% of market rents. If people can afford that kind 
of rent in this area then they can probably afford a mortgage. Small scale infill building can meet so called affordable 
housing. Creating a community mix. A council house buy-back scheme could be considered. Question 9: Do you have 
any comments on the above options to meet the needs of gypsies, travellers and travelling showpeople. This need is 
being met at The Orchards expansion and at the site off the A40. Any further expansion should be met at sites 
elsewhere and by neighbouring counties. Chalfont Saint Peter and Gerrards Cross should not bear the entire burden of 
these sites. Question 10: How do you think the JLP can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in 
term[s] of general and affordable needs? You are meeting it. There are new build homes at Holy Cross and 
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Rickmansworth Lane. There are already homes throughout the area and any further home should be in flats (possibly 
wardened) within the community rather than isolating them in large homes. The draft HEDNA identifies more need for 
specialist accommodation for older people and you state that there “there may be a requirement for larger housing 
developments to include an element of specialist elderly care accommodation ...” . I take this to mean that currently 
there is no such need and it would create an excuse to make housing developments even larger than proposed. 
Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy - for example views on our local heritage assets, how 
heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community: The CDC and South Bucks has 
demonstrated a worrying lack of concern for the heritage of the area. In addition you are proposing excessive house 
building. You have allowed the historical Holy Cross site to be demolished; the St Marys School house has been 
demolished to make way for town houses; you are proposing to put a large housing estate on the GA47b Rylands Farm 
site, directly opposite Bulstrode Park which contains an historic house and iron age fort. You are proposing to build on 
the allotments in Chalfont St Peter; you do not seem too concerned with heritage at all. This area is worth saving not 
destroying. More particularly, and in response to 7.4 of your document - there are historically significant milestones 
close to the GA47b Rylands Farm site on the A40 and on the Lower Road, Chalfont St Peter site (as well as a gate post 
from the old Lower Road House). These should be preserved. Common land is also an important heritage asset and the 
common land of the area should be preserved from the Council’s excessive building proposals. Likewise woodland and 
local footpaths and rights of way - there are two on the GA47 site. Details for the milestones are: Milestone Grid Ref TQ 
0043 8982 National ID BU LC20 (http://msocrepository.co.uk) Lower Road, south of Claydon Lane and south of North 
Lodge, Chalfont St Peter; and Grid Ref: SU 9799 8905 Oxford Road/Mumfords Farm on wide grass verge in front of 
ditch. Question 12: See above. Please ensure they are protected. Question 13: Local Green space. I suggest the 
following be designated as local green space: 1. Gerrards Cross Lawn Tennis Club, Bull Lane; 2. GA47b Rylands Farm 
site. 3. Question 14: Nominations for local measures? The footpaths around the Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter 
area so that people can experience the biodiversity of the Chilterns area (provided the CDC does not go ahead with is 
excessive building programme and destroy it). The GA47b site should form part of the local measures. Question 15: Do 
you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7? Appendix 7 contradicts most of the new Local Plan. 
Appendix 7 states, inter alia, “the key driver for GP facilities is population growth...the overall population is anticipated 
to decline by 2026”. This contradicts your assertions about increased housing need in the Local Plan. It also notes that 
traffic congestion is likely to increase (Transport and Highways) and road improvements would be needed. Thames 
Water indicated that the sewerage system was operating at near capacity, excessive numbers of new houses will not 
have an adequately functioning sewerage system therefore. It does not function properly now. Given the level of 
flooding in the area (unaddressed) and given that you cannot mend the current road system it would seem unlikely that 
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infrastructure would be anything but totally inadequate for the level of building you propose. Private finance for such 
major schemes would be limited. Affordable homes were estimated at 33 in Appendix 7, somewhat lower than the 
figure you have suddenly come up with. In short Appendix 7 makes a nonsense of the figures in the new Local Plan and 
is evidence for the fact that your new figures are excessive and undeliverable. Question 16: Do you have any comments 
on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL. Yes. CDC and its infrastructure 
providers cannot deliver an infrastructure sufficient to meet the needs of the number of houses you claim the area 
needs. Currently you cannot mend the existing road, potholes, provide footpaths, provide adequate street lighting (you 
turn it off), schools (you are building houses not a much needed school on the Holy Cross site) and you will certainly not 
be able to do any better with large housing developments throughout the area. All you are doing is creating a potential 
social crisis as old and new residents compete for scare resources with hospitals, schools, transport and other 
resources. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the 
preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint 
Local Plan will need to address? See reference to competition for inadequate infrastructure You will be turning the 
village and Gerrards Cross town into suburbs rather than discrete settlements. You need to rethink the Local Plan and 
its excessive figures and approach new housing in a small scale but nonetheless effective and democratic way. 

Rep4113 Mr 
Joseph 
Williams 

Question 1. Chalfont St Peter already has 600 houses being built. This should be taken from the number of houses 
being proposed. Chalfont St Peter already has accepted a fair proportion of new developemt. Question 6. Mill Meadow 
The site is a unique recreational area for the village greatly enhancing quality of life. It is a corridor of that allows 
people access to sports facilities, allotments, playparks, scout groups and a community centre from the centre of the 
village. The Church Lane car park also provides parking for people accessing this land and it is a short walk from the bus 
stop in the centre of the village.There is nowhere else for these sites to be relocated within the centre of the village. 
Access to recreational facilities such as this for elderly people or residents with small children and non-drivers is 
paramount to protecting the quality of life of residents. The Chalfont St Peter academy must provide Phys Ed lessons to 
pupils as stipulated by the national curriculum. The pupils need this site for sports and recreation. The allotments are 
used every single day of the year and provide a superb leisure activity and healthy pass-time for residents, including 
many older residents who may struggle to find affordable local activites The area is a flood plain and has experienced 
floods several times between 2010 and 2014. Flood plains are essential parts of the ecosystem, protecting land further 
down the river, in this case Chalfont St Peter itself. It is our last line of defence against an increasingly unpredicatable 
weather sytem. 

 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.  

Rep4114 Stella 
Cozens 

any plans to build on green belt should be squashed. we are constantly having to fight one attack after another and it is 
time it was stopped. Green belt needs to be protected at all costs. I know we need to expand and find new homes but 

 The councils consider that 
options in the Green Belt need 
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there is a limit and you have reached it. These new plans being rushed through to demarcate green belt, it is unfair to 
rush like this in the hope that your will get one over on us, the people, the ones paying your wages. Councillors were 
elected to represent us - so do that rather that work against us 

to be considered in addition to 
the opportunities that are 
available on brownfield sites. 

Rep4115 
Audrey 
Constable 

I wholeheartedly agree with the response made by theGt.Missenden Village Association to the CDC local planning 
proposals. This village is unique in it's situation, set as it is in an a.o.n.b. with a railway station providing easy access for 
visitors and commuters, and with many attractive old buildings - much appreciated by photographhers. Any in-filling 
must be in keeping with the existing buildings, and certainly not excessive. The village should not be allowed to sprawl 
into the surrounding countryside. I also strongly object to the proposed destruction of our only garage. This is a much 
used/needed local amenity and must not be destroyed to make way for building development. 

  

Rep4116 Mr 
John Hattton 

Sustainability Appraisal It appears 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 I 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 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 be very difficult to upgrade these roads, if not impossible, and 
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 inevitably will dwindle leaving all the residents car-
dependent. The ES site is clearly car-dependent and fails all sustainability testing. In the Planning Inspectorate Enquiry 

  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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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 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 I agree that unused employment sites, particularly unoccupied offices 
unused for over 10 years, could be considered for alternative use rather than remain employment sites. I 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. 
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) but it is clear and I think certain that significant environmental damage will result 
from development on this site. I 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. I 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 sustainability. I 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. There should be no 
development in Chalfont St Peter as a whole until the sewers in the centre of the village are upgraded. 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. 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

943 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Currently there are limited school places available and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (“IDP”) shows the County is 
short of places even though BCC continues to fail in its duty to carry out a school places assessment for the local area. 
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 probably fraudulant 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 education and recreation facility for its residents as well as making the best use of the land available; 
such incomptence is breathtaking. 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 619 houses (plus 
windfalls) 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 to provide transport to and from work at practical times. EVIDENCE BASE 
Comments on Green Belt Methodology Parcel 44a – Gerrards Cross Golf Course Again this parcel of land is within the 
Colne Valley Park which should increase its scoring. Parcel 44b – Denham Lane No comment. Parcel 57a – A413 land 
(west) The obvious inconsistency is that this parcel is within the Colne Valley Park which would increase the score at 
purpose 3. No other comments. Parcel 57b – A413 land (east) No comment. Parcel 41b – Bowstridge Lane Purpose 3 
should be increased to a 3+/4 but no other comment. Parcel 38a – Epilepsy Centre This has been scored far too low. 
Principal purpose 1(b) clearly should be scored higher. This land parcel is 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 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. 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 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 
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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. I disagree with 
the scoring for purpose 4, which is clearly wrong. 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. No part of parcel 38(a) should be removed from the green belt. LOCAL PLAN QUESTIONS Question 1 – Comment on 
HEDNA I 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 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 
over 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 My 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 my view. Site CD90, Grant and 
Stone is rejected as a current employment site. However, if this reason is maintained then all employment sites should 
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be retained as such particularly land at the Epilepsy Society site, Rowans Nursery and the Model Farm and I would 
agree with that. Sites CD114 and CD138 require detailed further consideration-no comment at this stage. 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 homes. Site CD132 no comment at this stage Site CD169 
has been rejected as a well performing designated employment site so I maintain that this consistency of approach 
should be maintained in relation to land at the Epilepsy Society site and elsewhere. Sites CD291 and CD292 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. Further 
discussion with local groups such as SENSE and CSPPC is again essential to examine specific sites which may be suitable 
for development. Question 3 – Additional Sites I hope that an ongoing dialogue would be entered into between CSPPC 
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 as the Parish Council has a sound understanding of the issues in the parish and a pragmatic 
approach to future developments. However as a general principle I 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. I do not support in general the development 
of open spaces, public footpaths, ancient woodland or generally undeveloped areas. 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 
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AONB must be prioritised. It seems 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 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 'natural perimeter' 
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 I do not agree that Option 
C in respect of Chalfont St. Peter is viable or acceptable. Option G could be considered to some very limited extent, but 
not in relation to the Epilepsy Centre. Any development at the Epilepsy Centre 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. 
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Any land developed at the Epilepsy Centre 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 varied and in some cases outdoor 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 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 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 
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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. 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). 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 
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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 the Riverside 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 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. The are is a part of the character of the conurbation of 
CSP and any dvelopmnet would be out of keeping with the locality 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 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

950 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

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 My response 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. I believe 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 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. I do 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 I believe that the Epilepsy Society site in Chalfont St. Peter should be 
earmarked for the provision of specialist elderly accommodation needs as it provides a centre for expertise and loacl 
employment. 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 or specialised 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 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 
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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 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 ever 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. 
Question 15 – Scope of Policies No comment at this stage. Question 16 – Infrastructure No detailed comments at this 
stage save that it is clear in respect of Chalfont St Peter that there are significant constraints in relation to 
infrastructure delivery for all of the reasons mentioned throughout our response. Question 17 – Other Points it is plain 
that the Local Plan can only be delivered with full and proper consultation with local residents and stakeholder groups 
if it is to be properly made. The timeframe for this consultation whilst in line with statute is woefully short. These are 
difficult areas and require careful consideration. I urge CDC to consult with SENSE and Chalfont St Peter Parish Council 
over the coming months (including workshops) to test fully the deliverability and content of the Local Plan and to 
enable local residents and groups to elaborate further on answers set out in my response. It is not sufficient to leave 
consultation only to the statutory consultation stages. Groups should be permitted to make representations 
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throughout all stages of the Local Plan process. The NPFF requires proper engagement and collaboration with 
neighbours, local organisations and businesses. It is essential that further and fuller co-operation and consultation with 
local stake holders is carried out. Consultation only within limited defined consultation stages is inadequate. I am very 
concerned 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. How is this being objectively assessed? How is the clear conflict of interest being 
dealt with? Any land removed 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.  

Rep4117 Ms 
Debra 
Olleveant 

Having carefully reviewed all the documentation associated with the consultation for the Local Plan 2014-2036, I would 
like to make the following comments with particular reference to the proposals for Little Chalfont and its surrounding 
areas. 1. The land identified for testing for either employment or residential development is not only designated as 
Green Belt but also much of it is AONB. This is not just a local asset but a national one which should not be destroyed. 
The impact upon both flora and fauna will contribute to the national decline in many species and not a legacy that this 
generation should be leaving behind it. 2. The purpose of Green Belt designation was to prevent the over-development 
of existing distinct town and village communities and to avoid the creation of ‘urban sprawl’. These proposals will do 
just that. 3. Housing need should first be looked at through the development of Brownfield sites. Green Belt land was, 
as it’s name demonstrates, designed to keep areas free from building and Green. 4. Given the existing layout of Little 
Chalfont Village with the main road, A404, running through the village centre, any further developments would have a 
devastating effect upon traffic levels which are already excessive. Road safety issues would also increase to dangerous 
levels given the number of children walking to the local schools. 5. Little Chalfont has already taken its share of new 
housing in the past few years. The full effect of these developments (Bell Lane and Donkey Field) have yet to be 
experienced but it is clear that the existing infrastructure in Little Chalfont is already struggling to cope (parking, school 
places, getting an appointment with a GP). Little Chalfont does not have the capacity for any further 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.  

Rep4118 Mr & 
Mrs Stephen & 
Liz Turner 

We live in Chesham and so our response is concerned primarily with the industrial and housing areas proposed for 
Chesham. Q1 - the number of proposed houses planned for Chiltern District Council area and South Bucks area are 
essentially the same, which is surprising and concerning considering that South Bucks area is so much greater than 
Chiltern. The proportion of 'affordable' housing planned for both areas is pitifully low. The proportion needs to be 
greatly increased to 50% or so - and they should be Affordable, with provision in place to ensure they are sold (initially, 
and in the future) to those on low incomes. How is 'Affordable' defined….? Q2 - green belt spaces We have heard that 
the reasons that these proposed areas of redevelopment in Chesham are situated to the north of the town is to draw 
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industrial areas out of the centre and to avoid traffic going through the middle of the town. Wherever developments 
take place traffic will always travel between the north and the south - to get between the A41/M1 and M40/M4. HGV 
will not travel around Chesham in order to get onto the M25 to access these major roads. Q4 - re CDC's respose which 
appears to contradict itself. On the one hand saying it 'requested additional measures for the protection of Green Belt 
and AONB and in the next paragraph saying supported 'identifying new employment space on the edge of the town in 
the Green Belt'. Q5 options to consider D, G, L, A. Kiv, Kvi, not Kiii, Kv Q6 Kv: I would oppose industrial/employment 
development of the area to the north of Chesham for the following reasons - Increase in traffic and HGV - Vale Road 
leading into The Vale is a narrow, twisty road which can be challenging to negotiate at times. It is not suitable for 
increased traffic or increased HGC. It also leads to Hawridge and Cholesbury school which generates more traffic at 
school drop off/collection times. Traffic congestion as vehicles join Nashleigh Hill/Berkhampstead Road from Vale Road 
is already considerable. Flooding - The Vale has long been vulnerable to flooding. Development on grassland along the 
steep fields, woods and Berkhampstead Field will only increase this risk which in turn damages property and business 
livelihoods. Environmental - increase in polution due to water run off through industrial/development into chalk 
streams running under the Vale; loss of habitat for local wildlife in fields and woods including Francis Wood; one of the 
fields in question, Berkhampstead Field, is an area which has been designated as Local Wildlife site through 
management of the chalk grassland habitat in conjunction with Chesham and District Natural History Society which has 
identified species found there which are in decline 
(http://www.chesham.gov.uk/Open_Spaces/Berkhampstead_Field.aspx,) Recreational use - the area is widely used by 
the local community and has been for nearly 100 years (the land was leased in 1922 by Chesham Urban District Council, 
and then bought in 1950 and designated a Public Open Space). Countless generations of children have used the Nash 
Recreation ground - there is nowhere else at this end of the town which has play equipment. The area is also used for 
the yearly Funfair and Circus. Property value - the value of housing bordering (or overlooking) the proposed area will 
see an immediate drop - the green fields and wooded area is a prime selling point for this area. Property will become 
more difficult to sell as the redevelopment issue continues. Q8 Local affordable housing needs - the Councils must 
ensure that a high proportion (50%) of new housing is deemed 'Affordable'. Young people cannot afford to remain in 
their home towns due to the very high cost of housing which in turn will have an effect on future population. 
Affordable housing must be built in such a way as to ensure that these properties REMAIN affordable once the initial 
householders move on. If they are built to fulfill a need, to enable those on lower incomes to remain in the area, then 
that need need does not disappear as people come and go. Q11 Heritage strategy Q12 Chesham underground station - 
not sure if it is protected/listed, but forms part of the history of our town, River Chess running through the town Q13 - 
Nominated for Local Green Space - Berkhampstead Field and the fields adjoining it along the Vale - for the reasons we 
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have given in answer to Q6: Environmental, Flooding and Recreational. It is a much valued green space utilised by the 
local community. Q16 CIL - Community Instrastructure Levy - presumably a tax for local residents? This would be unfair 
to the current local residents of the area who would therefore be paying financially for the many years of disruption 
while these developments (which would ultimately benefit new residents) were carried out and the loss of value to 
homes as a result of loss of green space etc . Obviously building on this scale will impact on facilities for schooling, 
health, drainage, power supply and most importantly roads. The roads through Chesham are in a poor state of repair - 
which is repeated each year following the winter - and the town is often at a gridlock and heavily congested. How will 
these issues be addressed if all these additional houses/employment areas are built? More people = more cars and 
lorries (no matter where they are situated) travelling through Chesham. Other points Communication about this whole 
issue to the people of Chesham has been very poor. We were aware of the public evening consultations in January and 
February but were unable to attend due to prior commitments and missed an article in a local magazine. We were 
however unaware of the scale or location of these sites until the maps were posted on social media. Having leafleted 
our own culdesac (which overlooks the Vale Road field site) many people told us they were unaware of the issues. 
Indeed those living on Vale Road, whose houses back onto the fields were unaware. If it was a planning application 
these people would have been contacted, yet they were not notified about this important issue on their doorstep. Yes, 
information was put onto websites for people to access - helpful if you knew about the issues in the first place. Where 
were the daytime/weekend consultations, displays in the library, publicity stalls in the local market, banner flagging up 
the issue on the roundabout near Lowndes Park? Poor show and not good enough.  

Rep4119 Miss 
Alice Horne 

My sister and I live on Long Walk in Little Chalfont with our parents and we attend primary school locally. The areas 
around Little Chalfont are beautiful and contain pretty woods, footpaths and a home for owls, badgers, deer, rabbits, 
foxes and many other animals. I enjoy walking and riding my bike locally with my daddy, mummy, sister and our dog 
and I would like to one-day be able to do the same with my children. Please protect our future in your decision making.  

  

Rep4120 Mrs 
Beshlie Mason 

I wish to object to the proposed industrial building on Nashleigh Hill Playing Fields. As a local resident to Nashleigh Hill 
Playing Fields I was shocked to hear of the proposed building on such valuable green belt land. The park is well used by 
local children and there is no nearby alternative parks or recreation grounds at this end of town. It would be a tragedy 
for local children to lose this lovely outside space. There is also a beautiful wild flower meadow in the next field and I 
presume that this too would be lost. I understand that various unusual species of wild orchid have been found in this 
space and to lose this too would be very sad. I hope the council will re-think these plans and look for a more suitable, 
more obviously industrial space to pursue these plans.  

  

Rep4122 Mr 
Philip Spalton 

Chalfont St Peter is a village which has already had its fair share of development. CDC has granted permission for 600 
dwellings within CSP including Holy Cross, Newland Park and the Epilepsy sites. This is within just 3 years of the 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
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previous Core Strategy's run up to 2026!Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and 
appropriate for development especially as CSP has a real drainage problem which sees its centre frequently flooded 
with raw sewage which has backed up in the village. Further development would exacerbate an existing problem and 
health hazard. CDC's local plan is considering a change in land use for Green Belt areas which goes against the National 
Plaaning Policy Framework which has 5 stated purposes of land in Green Belt. One such purpose is to prevent 
neighbouring towns merging into each other and becoming a sprawl of large built up area. The plan to develop east of 
the A413 will create an area which sees CSP, Tatling End ,m GX and Denham merge as the area at present acts as a 
buffer thus protecting each areas' individuality. The development of Mill Meadow would take away an area used by all 
age groups within the area. It is the home of a community centre, play area, football and cricket pitches, scout hut and 
parish council offices none of which could be relocated. The opportunity for outdoor activities, cited as a benefit of 
green belt would be lost and access for all, including those coming from sprawling urban areas, would prove difficult. 
There are two other strong reasons why this area should not be cited for development. One CSP Academy uses the land 
next to the school for meeting its curriculum requirements to develop PE and Games lessons, something strongly 
advocated by MPs as a means to tackle childhood obesity, CDC has already denied them access to the Holy Cross site to 
b uild another school with its own playing fields. Two. Mill Meadow is on A FLOOD PLAIN We have seen nationally what 
irresponsible development on flood plains has led to and with climate change unlikely to go away choosing to build on 
a flood plain is just madness. The Epilepsy Site. Plans for massive development on this Green Belt land would see the 
loss of recreational activities for some 24 teams Development of a care home and retirement village has already been 
completed and these should be retained with perhaps further medical facilities being provided. However, ES North is 
within the Colne Valley Park and deserves special protection Development on the massive scale proposed of ES South is 
unsustainable. There is no bus service and no train service within walking distance. so a reliance on cars for transport./ 
The site is bordered on 3 sides by narrow, dangerous country roads totally unsuited to a massive influx of cars.The 
sheer size of the proposed development is excessive and would double the number of dwellings in the 'village, a 
VILLAGE of historic interest and with all its schools almost at capacity now. It is time other areas were considered and 
that CSP is not cited as being the only place within the district suitable for development. 

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

Rep4123 Mr 
Patrick Lyford 
Rep4304 Mr 
Keith 
Henderson 

General Points I would like to make about the appropriateness of development in Chalfont St Peter green belt areas. 
•Chalfont St Peter has had considerable new development. CDC has 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 Chalfont St Peter took 
significantly more than what would be considered to be a reasonable allocation, as a proportion of the CDC area and, 
Chalfont St Peter already provides the the largest single percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District 

  The councils consider that 

options in the Green Belt need 

to be considered in addition to 

the opportunities that are 
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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 will exacerbate that issue. •New development 
should be concentrated towards the centres 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 sites do not benefit from good public 
transport links this will in turn put major pressure on the road network. The current road network is under severe 
pressure and congestion and the attendant pollution will increase dramatically. These issues will affect quality of life 
and, the local environment. •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. There is 
significant history to the village and, its village status has been under incrasing pressure over the years. 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. This population density has increased exponentially and, the proposed development will risk destroying the 
village status and, heritage and subsume the village into other villages and towns if the green belt is not protected. 
•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. To consider that some of the proposed development sites threaten educational and recreational land 
currently used by education establishments is perverse as we will need to build further facilities and education 
establishments elsewhere to cater for the current and any additional demand created by the proposed developments. 
• In 2012 this country celebrated the Olympics. We boasted to the world about our wonderful countryside, farmlands, 
areas of natural outstanding beauty our rich history and heritage. The proposed development sites within Chalfont St 
Peter competeley contradict and undermine those statements and position. •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. The 
other roads feeding this and, supporting the transport infrastructure are mostly very narrow and not fit for the volumes 
of traffic currently using them. There is already significant queueing at peak periods. Minor, country and residential 
roads are used as 'rat runs' by drivers trying to avoid congestion. These roads were not designed for this purpose and 
arenot capable of handling the current demand. All roads in the area are in a disgraceful state of repair. Public road 
transport is completely inadequate for the purpose. Rail links are good but the networks are operating at peak capacity. 
Station car parks are oversubscribed and, services at peak and other times require travellers to stand. Significant 

available on brownfield sites. 
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increases in population will make this situation untenable The main motorway network is under considerable pressure 
and, the orbital M25 is at a standstill between junction 9 and junction 17 at peak times. There are two current maina 
access points to this motorway system from the Chalfont St Peter area - these are through Maple Cross and, through 
Denham. Maple Cross is a residential village and the authority have introduceed speed restriction systems to try and 
slow traffic to safe speeds moving through the narrow residential area. The 'rat run' meets the A412 arterial raod and, 
is completely congested. The only other roure, Denham is completely congested at peak times. Were this development 
to go ahead, the only relief to these bottlenecks would be to introduce new junctions to the M25 - further destroying 
green belt and an area of natural beauty and, further adding to the congestion of the M25 itself with a knock on effect 
to the whole of the orbital transport system. •HS2 has a proposed route through the chilterns and, in very close 
proximity to the Epilspsy centre - the route is through the epilepsy site and within the proposed development area for 
this building strategy. HS2 will have a significant impact on the village and surroundng areas in development for years 
to come. There will be unwanted consequences, destruction of areas of outstanding natural beauty and disasterous 
consequences to the local environment, wildlife and the community. Air quality wil be greatly reduced with all these 
proposed building works and, the subsequent use/increase in population and movement and, the greenbelt will be 
hugely and negativelt affected. In the short term whilst it is being built the huge influx of construction equipment, 
workers and materials will impact significantly on health care, loss of amenity and significantly increase, probably 
beyond 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: 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. 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 essentail as a 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. 
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The backs of the gardens and the well-established footpaths and roads within the site itself can easily form defensible 
boundaries. The land in this area is a real amenity to many walkers, is criss crossed with public rights of way steeped in 
history and allows access to farmland, common land and forestry. In short the site allows ready access to open 
countryside for the urban population. 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 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. I 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 Epilepsy centre site, 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. These have been approved and built in the last two 
years with major disruption to the immediate residential areas. One construction is now complete and the other has a 
significant set of development ot be completed. Both will add significanlty to the population and use of amenity in this 
local area. The site also has 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 Nicholls 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 
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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 on the brownfield areas whilst protecting the existing 
greenbelt. •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 a hugely important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter, and 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. Such encroachment and, urban sprawl would be devasting to 
the importance and continuation of the existing countryside. 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 & Ruislip Gardens on so on. The above areas all suffer from urban sprawl with none or 
indeed very little boundary between each settlement. The ES site offers one of the most important buffer zones 
between not only for Chalfont St Peter but the chilterns in general. •These proposed development sites completely 
undermine everything the green belt is set out to protect. •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. •I understand that the brownfield site currently hosting the building suppliers, Grant & Stone site in Chalfont St 
Peter has been rejected as a site for development as it consititutes land marked as 'employment land', the same 
consideration must apply to the Epilepsy site. This site provides employment for far more local people and the 
employment quotient will increase once the 2nd development currently under construction on the ES is completed. 
Several local businesses use the ES site in addition to that marked as hospital, care and agricultural use. At 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 is one of Chalfont St 
Peter’s largest employers. There should be no inconsistency in approach to planning permissions given and accordingly, 
the Epilepsy Site must fail the test as a site for redevelopment given its current employment use alone. •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. • A further argument agsint redevelopment of this site must be found 
in the inherent unsustainability of servicing the redeveloped properties and community on conclusion. The area is not 
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served by any appropriate bus service, is too far to allow pedestrian access to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross 
which are the nearest rail stations therefore 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 I 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 significant at certain times throughout the day as declared. 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 development 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 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. Thus the Epilepsy Site is proven by all the 
comments made above ot be 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 
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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 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 selling for an average of £504,453, Terraced properties fetching £433,905. 
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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 average 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 
development 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 is an 
historical jewel in the crown. It was the first residential centre in England specifically designed to provide a safe 
environment for those with epilepsy to live and work within the community. 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 all parts of the undeveloped 
areas of the Epilepsy Society site should be retained as part of the green belt and designated as such. 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.  

Rep4125 Mr 
John North 

General Points 1. Preserve Green Belt. If it is not protected and some of it is used it would be the thin edge of the 
wedge for its eventual demise. 2. The infrastructure in Chalfont St. Peter cannot support sustainable development at 
several levels (some of which I realise are not part of this stage of the series of consultations leading to the final Local 
Plan). 3. Epilepsy Centre. Any development of the Epilepsy site in Chalfont St. Peter should be restricted to only be in 
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the area of current buildings. It should be considered as an employment area and new development there should 
continue to be for medical and care facilities. 4. The policies and aims that were published and voted for in the Chalfont 
St. Peter Neighbourhood Plan should be followed as closely as possible. 5. There is already planning permission for 
about 600 dwellings at the Holy Cross site and at Newland Park. Further development in Chalfont St. Peter would be 
more than its fair share within the Chiltern District area. Specific Points for Local Plan Questions 6. Q1. 'HEDNA' It is 
very importance that CDC adheres to the Duty to Co-Operate and has meetings with other local councils including 
Wycombe, Aylesbury and Hertfordshire to agree that some of the housing needs currently allocated towards the 
Chiltern District can be met elsewhere. 7. Q2. 'HELLA' Most of the land areas suggested in the HELLA are Green Belt or 
are, in part, on a flood plain and should be protected against development. 8. Q4. 'Vision' It is not possible to comment 
on the Plan vision and objectives as they lack detail. The Plan consultation only really commits to producing a revised 
vision. 9. Q5. 'Spatial Options' The information in the consultation document is insufficient to be able to chose the 
overlapping Options suggested. There is no hint on how many dwellings could be built for each Option. My preference 
is Option D because the development of existing major conurbations would be much more sustainable in many ways 
(public transport, road capacity, health facilities, school places, utilities, etc.). Option G could be considered to a very 
limited extent. 10. Q6. Comments on specific sites The Epilepsy Society Site 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. 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 can 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 

scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.  
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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. 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, e.g. 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. This should be the case. 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 
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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 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 
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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? 11. 
Q8. '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 e.g. Little Chalfont, Amersham, Chesham and even to some extent the 
centre of Gerrards Cross which has a rail station. 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. 12. Q9. 'Travellers' 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 would not support any increase 
in provision in Chalfont St Peter. Such sites should be more evenly distributed throughout the district. 13. Q10. 'Elderly 
needs' Demographics point to a significant increase in the need to provide accommodation and facilities for the elderly. 
Developments such as Audley Chalfont Dene and Woodland Manor Care Home should be encouraged, particularly on 
the Epilepsy Centre site. 14. Q11. 'Heritage' The aim, definition and actions documented in the Chiltern District Council 
Heritage Strategy(August 2014) should be strenuously followed, particularly for parks, gardens, woodland, trees and 
hedgerow. 15. Q12. 'Unprotected Heritage Asset' It is clear that the entire Epilepsy Society site is a local heritage asset 
and should be protected as such. 16. Q13. 'Green Space' Green spaces in Chalfont St. Peter were listed in their 
Neighbourhood Plan and should be protected with further spaces added where possible. 17. Q16. 'Infrastructure' It is 
clear from the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study that the infrastructure provision has not yet been evaluated 
sufficiently to provide a guide for how much development Chalfont St. Peter could support. It is telling that the only 
type of infrastructure with a status of 'Green' is Telecommunications. 

Rep4127 Mr 
Tony 
Molesworth 
Chairman The 
Chesham 
Society 

RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional 
economic market areas being used, on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned 
during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan process? (n.b. numbering refers to that used in the Local Plan document) 
2.3(d). Whilst in general it may be true across much of the area that “there are no significant market relationships 
between Chiltern/South Bucks and Hertfordshire”, this is not true for Chesham, which is very close to the border of 
Hertfordshire and the A416 North is the main road outlet. Many residents either work in or use shops, restaurants and 
entertainment venues in Berkhamsted, Hemel Hempstead and Watford. Children also commute to schools. There is 
much evidence that properties in Chesham are of interest to Hertfordshire residents. For example a significant number 
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of new units at the Amersham and Wycombe College development were acquired by Berkhamsted residents who 
found the lower Chesham prices attractive. 2.3 (e) Following from the previous paragraph we strongly disagree with 
this statement and consider that the “best-fit” must include parts of Dacorum and that this should be reconsidered. 
Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely 
to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? It is noted that that some Appendix 1 sites 
excluded following the Stage 1 Assessment may be the subject of further testing and if ‘successful’ we would welcome 
the opportunity to comment should this occur. We are not currently aware of any sites to add to Appendix 2 however 
as the Call for Sites is still open we will submit information if anything suitable is identified. We believe some of the 
comments in Appendix 3 are understandably pessimistic and that further research will bring some of the sites into the 
Achievable category. Similarly in Appendix 4 we would expect to see some deliverability in the timescale of the Plan. 
Question 3: Are there existing uses 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? If a suitable Sporting complex is identified in the Plan, Chesham cricket, rugby and football 
clubs may be interested in relocating. The Chiltern Harriers AC, with over 600 members does not have its own training 
facility anywhere in the District. Swimming and gymnasiums are adequately catered for. This comment is offered 
without any consultation. 14 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. We again support the Vision and Objectives for Chiltern and South Bucks and hope that lack of resources 
will not result in neglecting of longer term vision and objectives, which are even more pertinent now that the whole 
plan is very much focussed on housing numbers to the possible, albeit probable detriment of all else. Particular focus 
will be needed now planning policy guides state infrastructure capacity must be in place before new housing is built 
and lack of available space is not a presumption for building on the Green Belt. Housing delivery in the first five years of 
the Plan must be supplied and it will be all too easy to say that an uplift of, say, 10% can be accommodated within the 
current infrastructure resource, which is not the case for Chesham, where many infrastructure components are not 
coping with existing housing. There is also an element of inevitability appearing that some Green Belt must be used for 
housing, with Exceptional Circumstances now having been identified for this plan and leading to testing of strategic 
land parcels, some of which adjoin Chesham, being progressed for further testing. In actual fact only portions of parcels 
are being considered in even more artificial subdivisions. This loses sight of the overall purpose of the Green Belt which 
can only be achieved when viewed in its entirety. Attrition over a period, especially around the edges will inevitably 
mean the Green Belt cannot fulfil its purpose. The only robust policy is no development on the Green Belt. Retention of 
employment sites has been addressed in detail elsewhere and is ranked by the Chesham Society in importance 
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alongside retention of Green Belt and Infrastructure as the key drivers for the Plan in relation to Chesham to achieve 
local Sustainability. Employment in Chesham has three drivers, retaining and creating employment opportunities, 
attracting workers and housing them. Workers will come and stay if there are jobs and houses. Much of this Plan is 
focussed on houses. Types of jobs are changing from manufacture (boots, beer and brushes) to high technology, IT, 
design, consultants etc. A need has been identified for an innovation centre and a facility was in part built in Moor Road 
but not promoted so it has not been successful. The Councils must set up a properly structured local organisation to 
attract businesses to Chesham. This has been highly successful in other areas of the country. There is a statement in the 
earlier findings that “HS2 is not a local plan matter” so it is ignored and dismissed. This is not acceptable and the words 
“head in the sand” spring to mind. It is almost certain that HS2 will proceed, albeit there will ongoing negotiation about 
compensation and final construction details, most significantly about tunnel length. Construction is likely to take place 
over ten years, 2018 to 2028, 50% of the Plan period. This will have a profound effect on the Chilterns and Chesham. It 
will have a major effect on infrastructure, especially roads which will not cope with extra traffic, in particular diversion 
of current local traffic off the A413 onto more minor roads (e.g A416 and A428 through Chesham, which are close to 
capacity now) to make way for HS2 construction traffic. Inevitably HS2 sub-contractor traffic also will use these local 
roads. There will substantial impact on other infrastructure from the effect of a large workforce moving into the area 
on a semi-permanent basis. HS2 Ltd will also end up with ownership of a substantial amount of land along the route, 
some of which they will wish to dispose of in the future for housing or commercial use. This will almost all be in the 
AONB and local control of this land disposal and planning authorisation is likely to prove problematic. HS2 must not be 
ignored in this Plan. The effect on Chesham will be very substantial and could overshadow the other considerations in 
this new Local Plan. Question 5: What spatial strategy option or options do you think the Council should consider and 
what should be the priority order? Are there any other spatial strategy options that the Joint Plan should consider and 
why? Our survey results (February 2015) submitted with the previous consultation response are still applicable, which 
for convenience are included here: Spatial strategy - item 2.10 in the CDC Consultation Document – the specific poll 
responses were: Change of use of employment sites to housing with potential loss of jobs 30% Increased building 
densities e.g. higher flats 24% New sites on the edge of town 21% Mix of all three above 25% In addition when asked 
“Should sites on the Green Belt be considered?” 75% said No, 3% Yes, and the balance saying “no but” or 
“exceptionally, last resort”. This was discussed again in breakout groups at the Town Meeting on 25.02.16 and these 
confirmed that there has not been a significant change in public opinion in the meantime. In summary our evidence 
supports the previous Chiltern District Council findings on Spatial Strategy namely Option a), to some extent b) and 
protection of the Green Belt was still very important, although some residents were resigned to some loss, especially as 
urban extensions. We are not convinced that Exceptional Circumstances have been demonstrated to release Green Belt 
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around Chesham. We are still persuaded that demand can be met by more efficient use of land within the centre. A 
balanced view is needed giving equal weight to the quality of life for existing residents and the need for new housing. 
4.3 The statement that “the consultation highlighted support for a restructuring of Chesham employment base through 
identifying new employment space on the edge of the town in the Green Belt” does not correctly represent the 
Chesham Society’s previously expressed view which was “A new Business Park should be established on the periphery 
of the Town, preferably not in the Green Belt, to attract new businesses and encourage some existing users to move 
out of the centre.” 4.8 We fundamentally disagree with the concept that IF development is required within the Green 
Belt that this should be within one particular area. Our view is that all areas of Green Belt should be explored with a 
view to small pockets of development being accommodated. Appendix 5. Identified Built Area Extension Option – 
Chesham (north on the Berkhamsted Road towards Ashley Green). This site of course is within the Green Belt which 
serves as a protection for Chesham [Green Belt purposes 1, 2, 3 and 4 (NPPF)]. Whilst the A416 is a major road entry 
point into Chesham, capacity issues have been referred to in the Housing section of this document. There is inadequate 
capacity to service this large extension with constraints for traffic through Ashley Green, access to the A41 and indeed 
at the junction of the A41 with the M25 where a proper flyover is already needed. Likewise the entry into Chesham 
down Nashleigh Hill and along Berkhampstead Road is a severe constraint now with attendant high levels of pollution. 
There will be other major infrastructure considerations to be addressed if indeed this site is considered further. 
Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be 
part of these options? • Option A. Agreed but surely this is three separate options, and will be subject to hierarchy 
assessment. • Option B. One of the least favoured options. ERASC areas should be protected almost as much as 
conservation areas, and expanded where warranted after critical contemporary assessment. • Option C. Agreed in 
principle but not Green Belt or the area in Appendix 2. • Option D. No comment • Option E. No comment • Option F. A 
least favoured option • Option G. Essentially a Green Belt review but different methodology to Arup. Another least 
favoured option. This has potential to further weaken protection afforded by the Green Belt and permit boundary 
creep now and in the future. • Option H. Similar comment as G. • Option I. No. This is contrary to Green Belt purposes 
1, 2 and 3 (NPPF) • Option J. In Chesham, additional sustainable growth in built up areas close to the train station is 
possible without encroaching on Green Belt • Option K. By including so many choices in one employment Option the 
Council are emphasising the concentration on Housing in the Consultation process. Local employment and industry is 
an important consideration for Chesham. As stated above The Chesham Society’s previously expressed view was “a 
new Business Park should be established on the periphery of the Town, preferably not in the Green Belt, to attract new 
businesses and encourage some existing users to move out of the centre”. Expansion of employment within the Town 
Centre is not sustainable. We would question whether the District Council should continue to rigorously pursue its 
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‘mixed use’ development policy when often there seems little evidence of employment need on a site and where, 
historically, these mixed use have led to conflict. Asheridge Road (CD0211) is a good example. • Option L. Not a 
question that will produce helpful answers. It is a catch-all and does not address question 5. Question 7: Do you have 
comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? It is noted that in discussions with 
Aylesbury Vale they may be asked “for 7,500 dwellings and supporting employment needs from Chiltern/South Bucks 
Districts”, which is about half the shortfall (13,195) identified in HELAA. There appears to be no information advising 
how the figure of 7,500 is arrived at. This potentially will have a major demographic effect resulting from many in the 
25 to 50 year old age group leaving Chiltern and South Bucks and reducing the local workforce. This will be exacerbated 
by people working in London buying dwellings in Chesham because of lower house prices, a trend that has been seen 
since the Metropolitan Line was built. The result for Chesham could be a dormitory town with a lot of London 
commuters, a small local workforce and a large number of retired residents, resulting in an overloaded infrastructure 
(e.g. schools and medical care). This would appear to be an unsustainable local population model. Not meeting unmet 
needs can only be met by Refusal to accept (unlikely to be achieved without extreme measures), building on the Green 
Belt (an easy target) or moving the need away from the locality (the Chancellor’s powerhouse in the North). This must 
be negotiated with extreme vigour as the current regional demographic model in unsustainable even within this Plan 
period. 4.12 The assumption that Aylesbury Vale is the only likely source of meeting unmet development needs is 
questionable when co-operation with Dacorum has not been apparently explored, let alone demonstrated. We are not 
aware of any discussions and there seems to be reluctance to even explore this option when simple geography is a 
compelling reason for consideration. In the Chesham Society Vision 5 (February 2015) it said in part: “The proposal is to 
build a large Business Park on the old Bovingdon Airfield”. On reflection this is still valid for Chiltern (Chesham) and 
even for Dacorum; aybe even a mixed development site could be considered. This should not be dismissed as classic 
NIMBY reaction but rather a constructive suggestion for Chiltern and Dacorum to accommodate central government 
housing targets and give their existing towns the chance to build a sustainable future. Question 8: Do you have any 
comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? The HEDNA identified need 
for Chiltern is 7,300 general housing including 1,100 to 2,000 affordable (15 to 28% of the general total). It is assumed 
that if Aylesbury Vale accepts 7,500 houses that the ratio between General and Affordable will not be changed. On an 
historical basis it appears that Chesham has accommodated a higher proportion of affordable housing – it has an higher 
proportion of low income communities such as Pond Park. Current housing figures in Chesham are: Tax bands A + B = 
11.4% of 9366 houses (new build Nov 15 to Feb 16 = 38.8% of 49 houses) Tax bands A to C = 47.4% of 9366 houses 
(new build Nov 15 to Feb 16 = 61.2% of 49 houses) Average house price 2015 was £371,095 (Rightmove) These figures 
would appear to support that an affordability ratio of at least 25% may be achievable, but should be treated with 
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caution and require more detailed analysis over a more extended time period. Current central government policies are 
putting severe constraints on housing associations and our major local provider, Paradigm, appears to be changing its 
housing policy accordingly. The council must also take a much more active role in ensuring affordable housing is well 
designed, within mixed housing areas, in a desirable and accessible place to live, together with acceptable 
infrastructure. It must avoid a concentration of multi-storey blocks of affordable housing being tacked in the corner of 
new housing developments. Smaller blocks of not more than four houses should located within new developments. 
There is also a trade-off between cost and good design, the latter not automatically meaning high cost. The council 
must take an active role in development of new settlements, or indeed replacement of old housing stock, and adopt 
community driven development planning. These are especially relevant to Chesham and the indeed the Chesham 
Society’s “Vision of Chesham” espouses such a policy not only for its Town Centre proposal but also the rest of the built 
area in the town. In particular affordable housing must be close to the transport hubs and shops. Question 9: Do you 
have any comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? Option 
a) is supported. Option b) is supported, subject to the specific agreed policy on housing spatial options in the Green 
Belt and in particular the Arup segment analysis for the site under consideration. Option d) appears unlikely and 
arbitrary, particularly if this requirement would impact on the economic viability of providing affordable housing and 
other facilities. It may result in inappropriate geographic location of sites. Option e) should be pursued if sites are 
needed and selection criteria are consistent with agreed spatial options in particular in relation to the Green Belt. 
Option f) is dependent on demonstration of need and should be considered in the context of option b). Option f) 
should of course be borne in mind when undertaking long term planning. The change in needs of Gypsies, Travellers 
and Travelling Showpeople with Chiltern District has not been great over the last ten years and indeed many of current 
occupants are not travelling and appear to be stable family and community groups. Question 10: How do you think the 
Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? 
6.3. By definition “larger housing developments” are likely to be remote from town centres and transport hubs. This 
also focuses on those requiring “specialist accommodation and requiring care”. Indeed this class of specialist 
accommodation may be need to be in relatively large units to make care running costs economic and thus remote, an 
unfortunate outcome. However the needs of the elderly, who do not want or need to live in sheltered accommodation, 
but want to downsize to a smaller house, especially when family are not close by or a partner dies, are not considered. 
There is a substantial requirement and they will quite often need small affordable housing which they will probably 
own and it should be close to town centres with adjacent shopping, medical and entertainment facilities. This need is 
expanding rapidly with increased life expectancy and good health in old age. There is also a sociological requirement to 
ensure old and young, often two or more generations, can live close together rather than remotely situated 
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communities with similar age groups. This is very much the “continental model” and may be forced on the UK with 
councils no longer able to support care of the elderly. Higher density housing in or near town centres addresses this is, 
and indeed this was a major consideration in the Chesham Society’s “Vision of Chesham”. There are significant 
opportunities to increase this class of housing by change of use on some current commercial sites close to the town 
centre (e.g. off Higham Road). There is also scope for suitable housing for the elderly within the “Vision of Chesham” 
proposal 6.4 The requirement for a proportion of elderly homes in affordable units is wrong. How can control be placed 
on who can buy an affordable unit, let alone achieve a sociologically acceptable mix? Such a directive is likely to further 
compromise supply with developers avoiding the sector. However there may be scope if “Build to Let” is considered for 
these “affordable houses” which of course opens the question of “what is affordable to whom”? The elderly may find 
this less of an issue, especially if downsizing. Provision of affordable housing should not be dependent on planned 
market housing. Other considerations should apply eg Housing Associations. Question 11: Do you have a view on the 
Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our 
sense of place and community? We welcome the Chiltern and South Bucks Heritage Strategy (January 2016) and in 
particular the summary clause 10.1. This is a positive statement about the Council’s intent. In the public survey we 
undertook during February 2015, responses to the questionnaire revealed there was very strong public support “for 
preserving the surrounding environment, the Old Town and Lowndes Park” and of course the Green Belt and AONB. 
This was near the top of residents’ priorities. This was further confirmed by this year’s Town Meeting break out groups 
(25.02.16). In summary their response was: “Perhaps unsurprisingly, potential encroachment on the Green Belt that 
encircles Chesham sparked passionate debate and comment. However objections to its use for residential development 
was not overwhelming. The protection and conservation of Chesham’s built environment, and heritage was also 
considered important.” We also note the summary list of assets clause 5.1 and in particular specific reference to the 
Chesham and Old Town Centre (areas extended and linked by the Chesham Town Centre and Waterside Local Plan 
1987). At this stage we have not had the resource available to review and comment in detail, especially in reference to 
preservation. In reference to the Chesham Society’s “A Vision of Chesham” Heritage was a key part of the brief to the 
architect and this has been uppermost throughout the preparation of the proposal. Conservation of the old town and 
heritage assets has been carefully considered, with the aim of making the Old Town, the High Street and Lowndes Park 
one contiguous area. This may indeed permit expansion of the Conservation Area. We note that the Heritage Strategy 
will be reviewed alongside the Joint Local Plan with in part aiming to fill gaps in the Evidence base. This will be an 
ongoing task that our Society will contribute to. Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage 
assets that should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important locally? These are classified under two 
headings: Buildings, usually listed or in conservation areas: Chesham Cemetery chapel and buildings (19th century brick 
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and flint faced), Friends Meeting House and the White Hill Centre. Other buildings suggested at the Town Meeting 
were the National School; Mineral Cottage, Liberty building. Chesham High Street and the Old Town Conservation area. 
There are many historic buildings in these areas and indeed some are already Grade II listed Building status. However a 
thorough assessment needs to be undertaken for other buildings in these areas, and indeed the rest of the town, to 
determine which should be added to the asset register. The ERASC list should also be updated. Only Stanley Avenue 
and Manor Way are currently listed. There are some fine examples of Victorian and Edwardian terraces in the town. 
Landscape assets: • Chesham’s major natural asset is its location in the Green Belt and AONB that surround the town 
and is a typical example of the Chiltern Hills. This must be protected and is highly valued by the residents of Chesham 
with 75% saying it should not be built on (Town survey, February 2015). More specific landscape assets include: • The 
skyline which can be viewed from the High Street (east across Dungrove Farm and west across Lowndes Park). There 
are other valleys out of Chesham that should be preserved, the Latimer Valley being a prime example from Waterside 
to Chenies. • The River Chess and its subsidiaries, a rare chalk stream. • Lowndes Park. • Bury Lake – this is in private 
ownership (two owners) and adjoins the Old Town and Lowndes Park. If it ever came on the market or could be leased 
it would make a major logical extension to Lowndes Park. • Captain’s Wood which is managed now by the Chiltern 
Society – a fine example of beech woodland on a ridge adjoining Chesham. • Other examples can undoubtedly be 
proposed. These should be considered and actions prioritised. 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. 
Local green space will be even more important when policies of denser town centre housing and with conversion of 
industrial brownfield sites to housing. Local green spaces should be within easy walking distances of all town centre 
housing. Houses close to the town periphery which will of course benefit from the Green Belt or AONB. Wherever 
possible new housing should be connected to a public footpath network to the countryside and town facilities and 
infrastructure. Current local green spaces include the Town allotment sites, Botley Field, Co-op Field, Nashleigh 
Recreation Ground, Berkhampstead Field and The Moor. The field below the SW corner of Lowndes Park which 
stretches down to Pednor Road. This was sold in small plots in a scam scheme before an article 4 was in place and 
stopped further subdivision in the Pednor Valley. This is totally overgrown with scrub but widely used by walkers being 
on a main footpath out of town to Herbert’s Hole. A compulsory purchase order should be considered and the area 
retained as extension to Lowndes Park. Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? We are 
including “A Vision of Chesham” as the most significant Local Measure. This is a major proposal which the Chesham 
Society has initiated and should be viewed as a stand-alone item as well as in the context of this question. It is included 
as a separate major separate item in this Plan Response. Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies 
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proposed in Appendix 7 • Settlement Hierarchy. This statement is not very clear. Does it mean the Council will be 
deciding the number of new dwellings appropriate for each settlement? • Infrastructure Delivery. As expounded at 
length previously in this Response, if development is only to proceed where it is served by essential infrastructure then 
it will be very late in the Plan period before we see any new development in Chesham. • Design. We would like to see 
emphasis placed on “high quality developments which, through their design, enhance the character and legibility of an 
area and reinforce local distinctiveness and identity”. • Development in the Green Belt. Noted that you are not even 
considering the possibility of adding to the Green Belt. The extent of the Green Belt is already defined and its 
permanence as a whole should not be examined again. • Affordable Housing Exceptions Policy. There are no 
circumstances to justify affordable housing in the Green Belt as an exception. • Extensions to Dwellings and 
Outbuildings in the Green Belt. A very rigorous policy is required. • Custom Build and Self Build Housing. A number of 
people have expressed interest in self build projects. • Specialist Elderly Person Accommodation. See answer to 
Question 10 • Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Proposals for sites should be judged against 
the same policies as others. • Chesham Employment Restructuring. This policy needs to be applied to a number of sites 
in the HELAA • Opportunity Proposal Sites. If this refers to Green Belt sites we disagree. • Town and Local Centres and 
Town Centre Uses. It is probably not surprising that we consider the best way of achieving this in Chesham is by way of 
a Town Masterplan. • Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment. The landscape and views around Chesham 
are an important part of the historic environment. • Biodiversity. It must not be forgotten that the Green Belt actively 
contributes to biodiversity. • Flood Protection and SuDS. Flood protection needs to be looked at on a Town wide basis. 
The impact of peripheral development on town centre conditions will not be fully understood until there is full mapping 
of all the watercourses in the area. • Chesham Flood Alleviation Project. Measures for flood alleviation would form part 
of a Chesham masterplan and would then have a better chance of success, particularly with the Chesham culvert. • 
River Character and the Water Environment. Until the problems with the sewage treatment works are resolved the 
quality of water in the River Chess is going to remain a major issue. • Transport Impact from New Development. It must 
be recognised that because of Chesham’s situation at the head of a valley nearly all traffic from new development, 
even on the periphery of the Town, will pass through the Town Centre. As stated before a traffic survey followed by 
transportation improvements is required. • Parking Standards. The current assumption in Chesham that Town Centre 
developments do not require the provision of normal parking standards is unfounded and leads to further on street 
parking, congestion etc. It is a fallacy to presume that the proximity of limited public transport and local shopping 
negates the desire to own a car. • Community Facilities. We have identified enhancements to Community Facilities in 
our Vision document. Simply identifying sites will not deliver them. This will only be achieved through a Town Centre 
development. • Sports, Recreation and Leisure Facilities. Equally important to Community facilities. But again evidence 
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of need and allocation of sites will not produce results. Developers need to be involved on a Town wide basis. • Local 
Measures. We expect our Vision of Chesham to be such a measure. • Public Open Spaces and Local Green Spaces. If we 
reach the unfortunate situation where Green Belt development is permitted, providing limited public open space 
within the development is poor compensation. Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? We have made comments on Infrastructure 
above. Suffice to say here that the Report produced is full of red shading indicating lack of information. This clearly 
does not yet comply with Planning Practice Guidance and we expect considerably more information in the next 
consultation. Current Sustainability Policies would indicate that no further development can take place until numerous 
infrastructure measures are completed or at an advanced planning stage. Question 17: Do you have any other points 
you would like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any 
challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? We hope we have made it clear 
throughout this Response that we see the new Local Plan as an opportunity to improve the Town of Chesham into the 
future and welcome a proportionate number of new residents. Effectively this process can serve as a Neighbourhood 
Plan for the Town. However we strongly believe that this will not be achieved on an application by application basis, or 
identifying plots of land for new building, mainly by developers with a profit not planning motive. The current gap 
between planning policy and the planning application process can only be filled with a Masterplan for the Town and we 
offer our “Vision of Chesham” as the basis of such a scheme. Having invested significant amounts of time and money in 
our proposal thus far we hope and expect to be involved in appraisal and development of a scheme for the whole Town 
over the next few months. [Additional documents have been submitted].  

Rep4128 Mr 
Johnny 
Hayhurst 

I have just submitted a query via the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Consultation Response form. I thought it may 
be helpful to send an e-mail with maps outlining the precise location of the field in question. Please find attached. 
Currently we are undecided on what to do with this piece of land but will need to decide fairly soon at is becoming a 
little bit of an eyesore and used for anti social behaviour. Diane Heuser is now the landowner since her father (Don 
Jarvis) passed away a couple of years ago. Diane has asked me to look into the options available to us. We are keen to 
understand how the process can work and the timescales involved.  

   

Rep4129 
Gillian 
Kenworthy 

I am responding to question 2 of the Chiltern and south bucks local plan initiate consultation (regulation 18) 
incorporating issues and options (January - March 2016). 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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Rep4130 Mr 
William 
Richers Town 
Clerk Chesham 
Town Council 

Chesham Town Council is of the view that should Chiltern District Council be obliged to provide the total numbers as 
outlined in the HEDNA, (even working on the assumption that the provision was spread equitably across the District), 
Chesham, with its well documented infrastructure shortfall, would be left with significant problems in terms of the built 
environment, highway infrastructure, education, transport, health, water and sewerage. However, on the housing 
numbers currently proposed, again on the basis they are fairly distributed, we believe the housing needs in Chesham 
can be met significantly by: - Building on brownfield, under-utilised employment sites listed in the response below. - 
Building higher density housing and developing dwellings accommodating up to four storeys in and near the town 
centre, (principally flats, smaller houses and affordable homes), as this better meets residents’ needs. - Utilising a 
significant part of the current car parking area in and around the town centre, whilst maintaining at least the same 
number of parking spaces or, ideally, more, in multi-storey car parks. Such parking needs also to take into account the 
current parking pressures at the railway station. - Replacing outdated employment sites with modern facilities 
reflecting the digital age, accepting that some of these may need to relocate to the edge of town, relieving congestion 
in the town centre. If any Green Belt land is required, e.g. to allow the relocation of employment sites to the edge of 
Town, this should not be on AONB land and should be near ready access routes out of town e.g. to the A41, to 
minimise industrial traffic flowing through the town. Appropriate housing for employees near those employment sites 
is also important to reduce traffic congestion. Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and 
functional economic market areas being used, on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work 
planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan process? We don’t agree that there are no significant market 
relationships between the Chiltern area and Hertfordshire. Chesham lies very close to the border, and: people often 
shop in Watford or Hemel Hempstead, go to restaurants in Berkhamsted, and buy cheaper property in Tring or Hemel. 
Conversely it appears people in Berkhamsted are buying properties in this area being cheaper than their town. 
Moreover people in Chesham look to Aylesbury Vale and Dacorum Districts for employment opportunities. For 
Chesham, there is high demand for flats and starter homes, plus smaller properties for older people to downsize and 
therefore we believe there is a case for Chesham to support a greater housing density than the average for the District, 
providing the bulk of it is in or near the Town centre rather than at the outskirts. On employment land, current 
employment land in Chesham is under-utilised so it is questionable if the town needs an additional 2 hectares. 
However, we accept that we may need some additional employment land on the edge of town in order to release 
employment land in the more central areas of Chesham for housing. Question 2: Do you have any comments on the 
draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether 
additional sites should be added? It’s impossible to know exactly which sites will become available by 2036, but a lot of 
them certainly will be if they have development potential and therefore offer financial return possibilities. However we 

  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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accept the conclusions as presented at the present time. Question 3: Are there existing uses 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? No, unless further sites come 
forward unknown to us. 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. We agree with the approach though express concern on the reference to possible Green Belt development 
when the proper assessment was only completed a few days before the closure of the consultation period. Local 
business organisations (BetterChesham, Chiltern Chamber, Federation of Small Businesses and Buckinghamshire 
Business First) have identified the need for a small business incubation and innovation centre in Chesham as a top 
priority. The need for a hotel in Chesham was also identified. Two regional commercial property agents have the 
opinion that although present growth demand is dormant, any future economic growth would lead to shortages, 
particularly of office space within the centre of the town. Question 5: What spatial strategy option or options do you 
think the Council should consider and what should be the priority order? Are there any other spatial strategy options 
that the Joint Plan should consider and why? We would prioritise ‘Investigate all the options’, which is Option L. 
Looking at the other options, we would have reservations in regard to Options B, C and F. With regards to option J, we 
have reservations that this would be most attractive to those moving out of London and not fully address local need in 
terms of those established residents looking for reasonable accommodation to allow them to stay and work within the 
town. Regarding Option K, we need to be assured of the actual employment space demand within Chesham and the 
Chilterns, and that such employment site development would reflect the changing dynamics of working practices e.g. 
the change from light industry production to IT led and home working businesses. When considering all options, we 
believe the following should be adhered to: • Protect the AONB • Fulfil the wishes of the majority of our residents by 
protecting the Green Belt as much as practicably possible. Where it is considered unavoidable to develop the Green 
Belt, we believe it would be better served earmarking the area predominantly for community, sporting and educational 
use (or employment sites as previously stated) rather than simply wholesale housing development • Development 
should not lead to the town coalescing with neighbouring villages and creating suburban sprawl most obviously with 
Botley and Ley Hill. • There should be a fair distribution of development across the District • Develop older, industrial 
sites into higher density dwellings e.g. Chilton Road, Bellingdon Road and Phoenix Business Park, Townsend Road, 
Springfield Road, amongst others identified in the report by GL Hearn Ltd to CDC (2013). It should be noted that these 
sites suffer from a lack of parking. For this reason the Town Council is undertaking a Parking Review to establish 
Resident Parking Areas to maintain what parking there is for the current established residents only. It may be necessary 
for the District Council to consider the need for a new public car-park for lower Townsend Ward roads. • Develop some 
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higher density housing provision generally, including some upward development, though this needs to be in carefully 
chosen locations and mutually agreed acceptable design • The conservation areas of the High Street and the Old Town 
should be protected. • If necessary, there is potential for the development of a small scale business park on the edge of 
town, close to the A416 • Look to provide smaller sites if the larger indicated area for development in the Green Belt is 
not supported. Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options 
that could be part of these options? Option A - The large cleared site on Asheridge Road would be very suitable for 
residential development and could accommodate a large number of dwellings. Although scheduled as an employment 
site, no one has worked there for many years so it is doubtful whether it would need to be replaced by another 
employment site elsewhere. Indeed we would question whether the District Council should continue to rigorously 
pursue its ‘mixed use’ development policy when often there seems little evidence of employment need on a site and 
where, historically, these mixed use have occasionally led to conflict. There is precedence for conversion to residential 
use in the area; the size of this site does, however, raise serious concern over infrastructure and particularly school 
places as existing facilities at Elmtree School are at full capacity. Perhaps consideration could be given to a land swap. 
Option F - We have significant concerns that the Local Plan Document looks at a site considerably larger than the 
Countywide Green Belt Review proposals for Nashleigh Hill/ Lycrome road 13A site, extending it over Lye Green Roads 
to link up with Botley. This extension leads to direct coalescence with Botley. There are also strong objections on 
highway grounds because of the restricted access to the Town Centre using White Hill or Eskdale Avenue, which on 
school morning can have tailbacks into Lye Green Road. The alternative route via Berkhampstead Road goes through 
the area of Poor Air Quality. We therefore strongly object to the extension of the site across Lye Green Road which is 
not supported by the Countywide Green Belt Review. It is important that a Green Corridor is maintained for wildlife 
and recreation from Brushwood Road to Lycrome Road along the wall established recreational footpath, and also 
between Lye Green Road and Nashleigh Hill. There will be a need to allow for an extension to Brushwood School. 
Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? Given the 
infrastructure, Green Belt and AONB constraints in Chiltern, there is likely to be a considerable level of unmet need. As 
already indicated, we are concerned on the pressures from those relocating from London and the (anecdotal) evidence 
of many of our new smaller dwellings being bought as ‘buy to let’ properties to accommodate this group. This removes 
them from the affordable market for local residents based on local wages. Question 8: Do you have any comments or 
suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? We believe that the Government’s current 
policies are putting severe constraints on Housing Associations and other organisations to provide a reasonable and 
proportionate amount of affordable housing so would welcome policies to redress this. The provision of affordable and 
economic housing in Chesham is coming under pressure through increasing numbers of residents moving into Chesham 
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from outside the District. A 2015 report from TfL indicated that Chesham Station recorded the third highest increase in 
footfall of all stations across the London Underground. This is a clear indicator that Chesham is viewed as an affordable 
commuter town; there is anecdotal evidence that this effect has driven up local housing prices. Question 9: Do you 
have any comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? We 
would support options A and B but of course are aware that this in itself may not be sufficient to meet need. Question 
10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in term of 
general and affordable needs? There does seem to be an increasing supply of assisted housing, care home 
accommodation, etc., but, as increasingly provided exclusively by the private sector, affordability is proving a problem. 
Moreover it should be borne in mind, many older persons’ friends and relatives are often in the same age-group and 
have transport and mobility issues, so it is important these accommodation needs are met locally where possible. 
Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local heritage assets, how 
heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community? This is, in itself, deserves a large piece of 
work involving the Historic Buildings Officer, but Chesham highly values its Conservation Areas of the Old Town and the 
High Street, both of which are seen as an important part of our status as an Historic Market Town.. Question 12: Are 
you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is the heritage 
asset important locally? Cemetery chapel and buildings. Chesham cemetery is an emotive place for many Chesham 
people, and these nineteenth-century, flint-faced buildings are very much part of its identity. They have no current 
protection. The town centre has many historic buildings and, while in a conservation area and having some properties 
in Market Square and the High St which are of Grade II Listed Building status, there are other properties worthy of 
protection. Some consideration also needs to be given to the protection of the skyline in the town centre. The White 
Hill Centre and the Quaker Meeting House both have historical merit. 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. If 
not already designated, then Botley Field, Co-op Field, Nashleigh Recreation Ground, Berkhampstead Field, the Moor, 
Captains Wood, Francis Wood ought to be considered. (Botley Field and Francis Wood are both included in the areas 
being tested for possible housing and employment land respectively.) The same would apply to the town’s allotment 
sites. Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? Due to the cost and resources required for a 
town the size of Chesham, we have decided not to currently embark on a Neighbourhood Plan but will reconsider after 
the adoption of the Local Plan. We would welcome support in future from CDC to develop local measures where 
appropriate in due course. Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed set out in Appendix 7. 
We would prefer to consider this in further detail as the Local Plan progresses. However we believe that critical local 
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agencies such as Highways, Education and Health should have the capability and funding to respond to significant 
changes which could occur over the next 20 years. All planning must ensure that upgrading of infrastructure takes place 
in advance of expansion plans. Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity 
Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? Some of Chesham’s infrastructure is already under a large amount of 
pressure and will certainly need major upgrading before further development takes place. Particular concerns are: 
sewerage capacity for increased housing provision and the eradication of overflows into the River Chess; over-
abstraction from River chess; the A416 congestion management corridor; the Air Quality Management Area in Broad 
Street and Berkhampstead Road; schools, (in particular, primary schools), at capacity; G.P.s and dentists close, or full, 
to capacity; station car park near capacity; older Chesham estates with no further room for on street parking; lack of 
cycle routes into town. Town Cemetery becoming close to capacity. We are concerned that no detailed analysis of 
infrastructure needs has taken place, nor is there any coherent and detailed mapping. We are also concerned that 
maintenance and upgrading has historically been insufficient, leaving flood control, traffic density, water supply and 
drainage in poor condition; we also recommend that the Local Area Plan take account of the Surface Water 
Management Plan for Chesham and High Wycombe (2011 – Ref 1) which contains the proposal to reroute the Vale 
Brook Culvert into Star Yard. Infrastructure before development is an imperative for Chesham, therefore private 
funding will be crucial and a CIL or similar mechanisms for obtaining monies should be central to this. We would also 
like assurance that monies raised locally will be reserved to be spent locally. The CIL would also give opportunity for 
this Council to determine where such funds should be invested in the town’s infrastructure. The Council may look to 
support a large scale project in the wider Town Centre as being more likely to deliver the necessary infrastructure than 
would small scale, piecemeal developments scattered around the town. Question 17: Do you have any other points you 
would like the Council to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any 
challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? The Council is keen to ensure a 
lively and vibrant High Street, with a good mix of shops, cafes and other facilities and for this to be reflected in the 
Local Plan. The Local Plan must also consider Chesham’s sporting, leisure and cultural needs and ensure that current 
provision is protected and enhanced. There is a pressing need for a full-sized artificial sports pitch. Moreover, the Elgiva 
remains the only theatre in the District and the Chesham Moor Gym and Swim Centre provides the only open air 
swimming pool in the District and both are therefore worthy of support to develop and expand where practicable. As 
already mentioned, the buying up of affordable smaller properties for the ‘buy to let’ market has added to cost 
pressures in the local housing market. We would wish to see proportionate development which will support local needs 
for existing residents, and, as a counter to investment property development, some larger emphasis on residential 
provision for older people, who are forming a greater proportion of Chesham’s population. We believe there is merit in 
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pressing for renewal of some of the town’s more deprived estates and housing stock. We are of the view that Chesham 
clearly needs a comprehensive Traffic Survey to highlight the weight of traffic it needs to contend with and the 
pressures on infrastructure thereof, and particularly, to tackle the poor air quality as highlighted in the Air Quality 
Management Area Plan for Broad Street and Berkhampstead Road. We will be encouraging the River Chess Association 
and Chesham Flood Action Group to submit responses also, as we have particular concerns in respect to pressures on 
water supply, the sewerage system and abstraction from the River Chess.  

Rep4131 Mr 
Maurice 
Hammond 

Ref Appendix 5 p.45 Chesham Question 6 It will not be possible, given the elevated aspect, to intgrate any development 
to the East of Vale Road into the existing surrounding Green Belt. Residential views from Greenway to Hivings Hill will 
be significantly imparied. The road infrastructure on Nashleigh Hill and Berkampstead Road is not adequate to support 
any commercial development to the proposed area, the effect of noise and air pollution would be significant to local 
residents. Question 13: The conversion of Nashleigh Hill Recreation Ground to commercial use would be a significant 
loss to the local community. In particular, Berkhampstead Field is a designated Local Wildlife Site, with important chalk 
grassland wildflower and butterfly species found there, including, to quote the Chesham Town Council's website, "the 
dinghy skipper, which is delcining in range in the UK". General view: The unique appeal of Chesham is it's abilty to exist 
as a thriving town within the Chiltern Hills AONB, while still retaining the views and surrounding countryside, which 
make the Chilterns themselves so unique. The development of the area identified in Appendix 5 p.45 would cause 
irreversible damage to this for future generations. 

  

Rep4132 Miss 
Jessica Cudlipp 

I feel very strongly about the proposed development plans but I am chosing to respond to this consultation paper in a 
more general way, as the questions posed within it contain a great deal of jargon and are designed only to address 
certain points. There seems to be potential for a very large amount of development across the UK … I feel that Chalfont 
St Peter has been unfairly targeted. Permission has already been give for 600 new homes across the village, with 
several major developments under way … Any further new development being condidered, should be centred around 
aeas which are currently populated, proteecting the green belt and preventing the entire district from merging to form 
a sprawling, characterless commuter town, lacking in identity. The Epilepsy Society site, in particular, has already seen a 
large amount of building work. The piece of land to the north and east of the centre should remain as green belt, the 
land lies within the Colne Valley Park and many public footpaths pass through this area and are used regularly by 
walkers. This is a beautiful area in which to spend time, appreciating the diverse wildlife living there. The open 
agricultural fields are divided by woods and hedgerows which provide important habitats for wildlife. The Rowan 
Garden Centre is a valuable resource for the local community offering employment and retail facilities. Similarly the 
Equine facilities in the area are an important resource, providing jobs. The green belt is there to prevent urban sprawl, 
if this land were to be released, Chalfont St. Peter would almost double in size and would stretch up towards 
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Chorleywood via Newland Park. The tiny hamlet of Horn Hill would be subsumed by any potential development in this 
area. As it stands the hamlet is under pressure from the extremely large and long in time scale developments to 
facilitate the building of the tunnel for HS2, increasing general and construction traffic. This area is served by small 
country lanes which cannot carry large amounts of traffic, or heavy goods vehicles. There is currently no public 
transport in this area and the nearest train stations are some distance away. I would imagine that many people moving 
to the area would be moving out of London into the commuter belt and if they were to commute into London they 
would need to drive to either Gerrards Cross or Chalfont & Latimer, putting pressure on the road infrastructure and 
parking facilities at stations. Chalfont Common is already a cut through in the mornings for people trying to avoid the 
traffic on the A413. Surely a development on or near an existing train line would make more sense. I accept that there 
could be some more development on the Epilepsy Centre site, but on a much smaller scale and confined to the current 
developed boundaries, allowing the farmland, playing fields and important medical facilities there, to be retained, 
protecting existing jobs and businesses. I understand the schools in the area are already at or near full capacity so the 
new proposals for the village would seem to be unsustainable, putting pressure on infrastructure and facilities and 
changing the semirural nature of Chalfont St Peter forever. The rural scene is, I'm sure, the main reason why many of 
the current occupants of Chalfont St Peter and moved to the area, to be able to escape the everyday pressures of 
modern life and in times when we are hearing more and more about mental illnesses caused directly by stress, should 
we not be seeking to enable the reduction of such pressures in people's lives? 

Rep4133 Mr 
Gerald Knight 
Hambledon 
Land Ltd 

This submission is made in respect of the redevelopment of the Chiltern Pools and gym, Amersham Library and Youth 
Centre site in Chiltern Avenue, Amersham. It follows a previous submission made under the 'Call for Sites' exercise on 
4th March 2015. The Chiltern Pools and gym site is identified in Chiltern District Council's Update Open Space and 
Recreational Strategy 2015-2018 as being over 40 years old and likely to be considered for replacement by 2020. The 
site is also identified in the Council's draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) Version 3 
January 2016 (HELAA site ref: CD0096). The HELAA confirms that the site "is suitable for development which retains the 
community uses on site." A redevelopment of the site could provide: 1. A replacement leisure centre and other leisure 
uses 2. Residential development incorporating specialist housing for elderly people 3. Complementary commercial uses 
4. Associated car parking A library could be reprovided within the development if a suitable local alternative site, such 
as the existing council offices, is not available. A youth centre could be reprovided on the site, or in a suitable off-site 
location or through alternative service delivery. The existing leisure and community uses require replacement and the 
redevelopment of the site would enable brand new facilities to be provided which would be part funded by the 
associated residential and commercial development. 

  

Rep4134 Dr Question 2 Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA? The Chiltern Countryside Group does not agree that the   
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Marilyn 
Fletcher 
Steering 
Group 
Member 
Chiltern 
Countryside 
Group 

site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden should be made available for residential development because the 
village will lose a valuable 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. This garage carries out a wide range of servicing, MOTs 
and repairs on site. It is a highly valued local amenity. If the existing site is built on, the garage would have no 
alternativesite from which to trade in the village. 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. The Chiltern Countryside Group broadly agrees with the approach, but in drawing up its 
plans the council must give full weight to conserving and enhancing the AONB as laid down in the Countryside and 
Rights of Way Act 2000 and in the NPPF. Tourism is an important aspect which is apparently omitted in the approach to 
the Joint Local Plan Vision and Objectives. For example visitors are a vital – and growing - aspect of the local economy 
in Great Missenden. The village is home to the Roald Dahl Museum, which is probably known to more people world-
wide than any other location in the Chilterns. The Dahl Museum attracts over 70,000 visitors to the village per annum, 
including approximately 10,000 school children in organised school trips. Many shops and food and drink outlets in 
Great Missenden benefit as a spin-off from visitors to the Dahl Museum. It is clearly very important to retain and 
enhance the charm of the village in terms of building, street furniture, shop signs and shop sign lighting. Great 
Missenden also acts as a cycle hub under a Department for Transport-backed scheme.1 In addition Amersham Cycle 
Club is actually based in Great Missenden. In view of Great Missenden’s tourism it is important that the village retains 
its small size. Walkers and cyclists look for easy access to the countryside and the world of Roald Dahl is diminished if 
the village were to be surrounded by suburbs. Light pollution in the AONB is an aspect of concern to the Chiltern 
Countryside Group. We could not find a reference to this in your approach. Similarly, inappropriate electric gates 
diminish the AONB. How are these to be countered in your plans in order that the AONB retains its charm for visitors 
and residents? Question 5 What spatial strategy 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? Option A – 
making efficient use of land in built up areas. However, in some cases we do not agree that employment land in built 
up areas should be converted to residential uses. Businesses can play an important/vital role in communities. Wicks 
Garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden is such an example as discussed above. The Chiltern Countryside Group does 
not agree with options that encroach into the Green Belt within the AONB, for example extensions to Great Missenden 
and Prestwood built up areas (Options E), to South Heath, Hyde Heath and Little Kingshill built up areas (Option F) and 
extensions into the AONB of larger villages (Option I). We do not agree to extensions to communities with a railway 
station, for example around Great Missenden, if it involves encroaching into the Green Belt within the AONB (Option J). 
Chiltern District Council has a duty towards conserving and enhancing the AONB under s85 of the Countryside and 
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Rights of Way Act. In encroaching on the AONB by extending built up areas, the council would not be giving sufficient 
weight towards this duty. In addition, the NPPF (paragraph 115) states that AONBs and National Parks have the highest 
level of protection. In particular with reference to the NPPF paragraph 116, if built-up areas within the AONB were to 
be extended: a) Great Missenden’s local economy for example would potentially be affected; b) there is land in the 
district outside the AONB which should be preferentially used for development; and c) the recreational opportunities 
within the AONB would be affected. Question 7 Do you have any comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in 
Chiltern/South Bucks? The AONB is referred to (paragraph) 4.10, but only, apparently, in passing (please see our 
response to Question 5). Question 11 Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local 
heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community? The Chiltern 
Countryside Group places a very high value on Chilterns heritage. It connects us with the past, plays an important role 
in the Chilterns historic landscape and greatly contributes in attracting visitors to the nationally designated AONB. 
Question 12 Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and is so why is 
the heritage asset important locally? The Chiltern Countryside Group believes that the following be identified as 
heritage assets: 8 a) Gypsy House, Whitefield Lane, Great Missenden including the summer house where Roald Dahl 
wrote his internationally famous books. b) Oldham Hall, Church Street, Great Missenden built by James Oldham of 
Missenden Abbey and described on the plaque erected on the hall. c) Church of England School and school house, 
nineteenth century, Church Street Great Missenden - important part of the village’s history. d) Great Missenden Station 
buildings, Station Approach - important part of the village’s history. e) Bus shelter, Link Road, Great Missenden –
historic street furniture. f) Concrete bus stop, London Road, Great Missenden – historic street furniture. g) Milestone, 
High Street, Great Missenden – near entrance to Townend Farm. The milestone is shown on historic maps. h) Station 
Cottages, Trafford Road, Great Missenden –village history connected with the arrival of the railway. i) Chapel, Church 
Street, Great Missenden – village history. j) Petrol pumps, High Street, Great Missenden – village history and 
immortalised in Danny Champion of the World by Roald Dahl. k) Post Office frontage, High Street, Great Missenden – 
village history. 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. The following are close to Great Missenden, are 
special to the community and are local in character: 1. Angling Spring Wood is a very popular amenity with local 
people. It has a high level of biodiversity http://www.prestwoodnature.org/angling_spring_wood.html For further 
information please contact Prestwood Nature records@prestwoodnature.org 9 2. Fields adjacent to the River 
Misbourne from its source at Mobwell to Link Road. Part of the proposed Local Green Space land is Boug’s Meadow 
Nature Reserve which is managed by Prestwood Nature. http://www.prestwoodnature.org/bougs_meadow.html (For 
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further information about the biodiversity of land adjacent to the winterbourne of the river from Mobwell to Link Road 
please contact Prestwood Nature). 3. Meadows east of Angling Spring Wood. A public footpath travels through the 
meadows from the east aspect of the wood to Trafford Road. The meadows are popular with local people for country 
walks, dog walking, scenic beauty and have a good and improving biodiversity (for further information on wildlife data 
please contact Prestwood Nature). 4. Orchard at Andlows Farm, Great Missenden. A public footpath, popular with local 
walkers and dog walkers, travels immediately beside the orchard. The orchard has a high level of biodiversity, is an 
example of the area’s historic fruit growing and is a habitat type recognised by Defra (for further information on 
wildlife data please contact Prestwood Nature). 

Rep4135 Mr & 
Mrs David & 
Marie Wharrie 

We are residents in Winslow Field Great Missenden. We understand that the property at Wicks Garage, Rignall 
Road,Great Missenden is being considered as appropriate property for inclusion in the Council's HELAA. If this is being 
comsidered we are strongly opposed to such a decision as the garage is an important local facility well used by many 
residenta and providing valuable employment facilitues. 

  

Rep4136 Mr 
Iain Robertson 

I just wanted to ensure my opinion is shared with you prior to the deadline today. I will start with saying that oppose 
the plan to release the green belt land in the areas where the phases are proposed around Little Chalfont. I certainly 
reject the summary that CDC give 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. It should 
not be 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 and this is extremely concerning to the surrounding area. Additionally, except the golf course in Lodge Lane, 
all areas of land are within Chilterns AONB are a hugely important asset much appreciated by local residents and 
visitors. We have paid a premium on our houses to live in such a great area of natural beauty. Use of this land 
contravenes planning policy. Why has this proposal even been put forward as it's an AONB?! Little Chalfont is already a 
busy rural village. Traffic is already very busy especially with the A404 bringing non local traffic through the centre of 
our village. The commuting to London has become so busy early and late in the day. The car parks at the station and 
trains/tube(Met Line/Chiltern Line)is already overly crowded. 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 
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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:- 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. 

Rep4137 Mrs 
Anna Williams 

Question 6. Mill Meadow The site is a flood plain as has been demonstrated numerous times in the last few years. To 
develop this land would be folly if not down right criminaly negligent. The allotments are a vital part of the community 
providing affordable leisure time for many of the residents of the village. They are also accesible from the centre of the 
village allowing access without recourse to a car. They provide benfits to both the mental and physical well being to 
many many people in the village. The sports ground is essential for the Chalfont St Peter Academy to operate and 
provide the national curriculum to its pupils. The community centre is used by lots of people every day of the week. As 
is the playground. There is nowhere else for these amenities to exist within the centre of the village, indeed anywhere 
in the surrounding area. Such a mix of recreational facilities contributes greatly to the quality fo life of the residents of 
Chalfont St Peter. It feels insulting to the residents of the village that Mill Meadow has even been proposed for 
reclassification and development. 

  

Rep4138 Ms 
Susan 
Hutcheson 

Comments Re: 1.6 - Bucks Green Belt Assessment Part 1 Methodology and Assessment of Land Parcels Essentially I am 
against the use of AONB and Green Belt land being utlised; however, appreciate it may be necessary in certain 
circumstances to .utilize some green belt. Brown field sites should always be utilized before resorting to green belt. Re 
re-zoning of green belt area ie. Latimer Rd /Stoneycroft Rd to Bell Lane. Apart from being good farm land, this area is 
well used by locals for recreational purposes (walking, biking,horse riding,fishing etc) and attracts visitors from London 
and further afield, providing valuable income for Chesham, Amersham & Lt Chalfont. Question 5 4.7 - Option A - agree 
with this option. 4- 7 - Option C . With reference to Chesham, there are brown sites along Ashridge Rd, very suitable for 
housing - even 4/5 storey apartments, as well as other small sites in the town suitable for small business use. The 
residential and employment areas planned in Ashley Green should only be considered if this would provide a large 
financial return from deveopers to carry out the necessary infracture required in/around Chesham Town centre, where 
all services are already under strain. Questions 7. 4.12 - No doubt you are already exploring the possibility of co-
operating with Hertfordshire re use of the remaining part of Bovindon Airfield to meet employment and/or housing 
requirements. An underused and most suitable site. Question 10 6.3 Agree larger housing deveopments should include 
element of specialist elderly care accommodation in care homes, but suggest the inclusion of smaller houses and/or 
apartments with balconies. Many people in the over 55 age group want to down size, but there is severe lack of 
suitable accommodation in both private and social housing sectors. 
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Rep4139 Mrs 
Josephine 
Banks 

I have had the pleasure of living in Chessfield Park, Little Chalfont since 1976 when my property was first built. My 
property backs onto the greenbelt land behind Chessfield Park and I am horrified at the plan to overturn the greenbelt 
policy on this land (plus other countryside in Little Chalfont) so that it can be built on with huge housing estates and 
industrial units. This plan will be miserable for myself and the other residents in my road and nearby neighbourhood 
with noise, disruption and potential pollution into the atmosphere during building works which I assume will take place 
over an extended period during coming years. The wildlife that I attract in my garden will disappear and the quality of 
life in my property will be significantly impacted. Over the last 40 years living in the area I have witnessed growth of 
property development and population in the village which is struggling to cope with traffic through the main streets 
and the shops are very difficult to get to due to increased volumes of residents using cars to get there and limited 
parking. I cannot see how Little Chalfont could possibly cope with even more development and the consequent 
substantial growth in local population. [Remainder of representation is the same as Rep3166. Please see Rep3166.]  

  

Rep4140 Mr 
Steven 
Prizeman 

As a resident of Little Chalfont I would like to register my dissatisfaction with how the Chiltern and South Bucks Local 
Plan deals with my area. Specifically, I reject the proposed classification of Little Chalfont as a ‘main settlement for 
growth’. My points are set out in this email and are also attached in a PDF document. The Local Plan contains three 
principal failings that make it unfit for purpose: 1. It fails to protect Green Belt land in general, and the Chilterns Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) in particular, to such an extent as to make both categories effectively meaningless, 
thereby placing Chiltern District Council in breach of its duty to protect such land as a vital resource for its residents. It 
also fails to respect the principles set out in the government’s National Planning Policy Framework (see paragraphs 79, 
80 and 83). 2. Even were the council to take the view – unevidenced in the Plan – that an ‘exceptional circumstance’ 
existed to justify building on Green Belt land, the sites selected are especially inappropriate in terms of both extent and 
location. Given their intrusion upon the AONB, they place the council in contravention of its statutory duty under the 
Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 to conserve and enhance the AONB. 3. The council has a duty to ensure that 
development is sustainable. The Plan fails to satisfy this requirement, providing no evidence as to its impact upon local 
infrastructure, such as: traffic on already overcrowded roads, school places, GP lists, sewerage, etc. There is also no 
indication as to how, if at all, the proposed areas of housing and employment development in Little Chalfont would be 
coordinated so as to prevent new housing being occupied primarily by people who work outside the area, and the 
employment opportunities created going primarily to people who live elsewhere – the worst of all possible outcomes in 
terms of its impact on transport infrastructure, noise and air pollution. For these reasons, I ask and expect the Council 
to reject the Local Plan in its current form. I also note that I have read the submission to the council prepared by Little 
Chalfont Community Association and Little Chalfont Parish Council and endorse its conclusions. 

  

Rep4141 Mr In response to Question 2 of the Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating   
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Michael Jones Issues and Options (January-March 2016), I do not believe that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden 
(site CD0031) should be made compulsorily available for residential development. The use of this site for housing 
would likely result in the loss of a number of jobs in the village and remove a valuable and unique local business whose 
services our family and local friends have used for many years. It would introduce more car users whilst taking away 
the only village facility where cars can be maintained and repaired, and I do not believe that there is an alternative 
garage site from which such a business could operate within Great Missenden. 

Rep4142 Mrs 
Mary McGrory 
- White 

I have been a resident of the historic village of Chalfont St Peter for over 4yrs now. There seems to be an agenda within 
Chiltern District Council to continue to target this historic village with continued over development. As a village we 
have seen planning permissions approved for over 600 + houses since 2010, yet central government or CDC makes NO 
allowance for those numbers within the new develpoment plan. There has been NO investment in infastructure in the 
village in decades. Indeed, if anything there has been an serious decline. A major example is the loss of the Holly Cross 
school. Currently, we don’t have enough capacity within our schools, doctors, or NHS to cope with the ongoing propsed 
develpoments, let alone another raft of "developments" within the boundry of the village. WE have NO adaquate 
transport infastructure within the village, the bus service is "basic" to say the least, we don’t have a train station, the 
village roads are currently congested, and this is all before the 600 approved houses for the village are completed and 
fully ocuppied. We have a major issue with mains services within the village, the sewage network is at capacity and the 
village suffers from flooding with moderate rain falls. As a resident of Chalfont Heights any proposed development on 
Winkers and the adjoining fields would have a massive impact on the ecology of that area. We, as a community, are 
very LUCKY to have a bat colony in the fields that needs protecting from landowners & developers alike. Bats are 
protected by LAW. Damaging or destroying a BAT ROOSTING place IS a crimial offence. In Britain, all Bat species and 
there roosts are legally protected, by both domestic and international legislation. Finally, I wish to lodge the STONGEST 
of OBJECTIONS to any proposed development within the HISTORIC Village of Chalfont St Peter. 
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Rep4143 Mr 
Tim Rix 

Re: Q2 of Local Plan Jan-March 2016 I object to the proposed residential development of the site of Wicks Garage, 
Rignall Road, Great Missenden. The site is currently occupied by Great Missenden Garage which is an important local 
business providing a useful service to the residents of Great Missenden and nearby villages. Its' loss will be felt acutely 
by its' many customers in addition to the loss of several jobs of local people working at the garage. This site is 
important in its' current form and there is no need to change its' use to residential. Please feel free to contact me if you 
would like to discuss my views or to gather further information. 

  

Rep4144 Mrs 
Alison Smith 

I oppose any further development of Little Chalfont which involves using existing green belt land and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty regardless of the purpose of development be it for additional housing, infrastructure or 
employment development. The green belt and AONB were created to constrain future building and protect for future 
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generations large areas of green space and natural habititat. Many people visit this area to be able to expereince the 
countryside away from housing development. Prximity to to London means that Little Chalfont’s green belt should be 
preserved rather than nominating it as a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’. Little Chalfont has had significant development 
in the recent past; over 300 new houses have been built or planned in the area equating to an increase of over 12%. I 
feel that Little Chalfont has already received its fair share. If the proposals to expand are accepted then the boundaries 
of Little Chalfont with Amersham and Chorleywood will be blurred, making the area lose its individuality and becoming 
part of a "sprawl". One of my key concerns is whether there is sufficeint infrastructure to absorb new dwellings. The 
primary school is full and is very oversubscribed already; traffic along the A404 is extremely busy at key times of the 
day, and parking in the village is nigh on impossible. The trains are already full at peak hours by the time they arrive at 
Chalfont & Latimer station. Healthcare services seem stretched at current levels, and other sevices such as sport and 
recreation, social care, waste water have limits. If the green belt land is used for development it will be lost forever. 

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. 

Rep4145 Miss 
Laura Coley 

Question 6 Response: Land Parcel Designated 57a: 1) This land is currently designated as green belt and is actively used 
by the local community, notably walkers and those exerising their animals. Currently home to a variety of animals and 
birds, the parcel of land is an ideal habitat marking a natural boundary for GX. 2) The woodland includes some major 
trees with TPOs attached which should not be lost through development. I am aware of reported recent flagrant 
breaches of TPO status by developers in the area, which causes major concern. 3) The woodland provides significant 
noise protection from the A413 for much of the developed eastern edge of GX and acts as a screening from the 
significant traffic volume along the A413, particularly valued recognising the high level of development which has been 
taking place on the GX side of the river valley. 4) The road access to any business site developed on this parcel is limited 
and dangerous. (REF Baptist planning application from approx 20-25 years ago) Land Parcel 57b 1) Much of this area is 
in the potential flood plain of the river. We have all seen the recent effect of climatic changes and misplaced planning 
and development. It is noted that reports of the use of new tree planting as a deterrent to ill-advised developments on 
flood plain areas are becoming news worthy. 2) Current utilisation figures for B1 and B2 development suggest a current 
excess and the Employment Reports (HEDNA) indicates that we do not need more B development. Even haing regard 
for future requirements with the bounds of this plan, it would seem questionable to extend capacity. Current take up of 
capacity in the adjacent area would appear to be sub optimal today with significant periods when the units are empty. I 
am unclear why these recommendations have been ignored in favour of views from parties with interest in simply 
furthering development irrespective. QUESTION 16 RESPONSE - There is a huge pressure currently on the existing 
infrastructre especially on schools, medical centres and roads. Any future developments will undoubtedly require 
significant infrastructure development with the associated costs. It is unclear where these costs would be levvied 
where the CIL contributes in this issue. No further cost should be carried by current residents as a result of required 
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infrastructre development coming from business or residential planning commitments. 

Rep4148 Mr 
Paul Gray 

 I am sure by now you are well aware of the overwhelming weight of public opinion of the Little Chalfont Community 
against the proposals to expand the boundaries and take over green belt land around the village for building projects. 
The Community views are extremely well laid out in the response given by our Community Association and Parish 
Council but I would like to add my own perspective as a long term resident going back to 1980. Little Chalfont is a 
village in contrast to Amersham, Chesham and Chorleywood which are towns. If any of the large areas of green belt 
land around the village were lost to residential or business development it would change the whole character of ' The 
Village”. The existing infrastructure is already under severe strain. There have been enormous changes since 1980. The 
excellent Parade of shops attract increasing numbers of customers and at all times of the day (weekdays and Sundays) 
there are invariably queues of cars trying to park. Parking is also becoming a greater problem in roads close to the 
village centre. Although our family have long left home, we are well aware of the great pressure on local schools for 
places. Likewise, the local surgery is under severe strain with virtually no room for expansion. It is difficult to see how 
any of these problems could easily be solved but the main factor in the whole issue is that any expansion and loss of 
green belt land would destroy the whole character of “The Village” of Little Chalfont for future generations.  

  

Rep4150 
Meghan 
Masterson 

I am sending my comments in by email as I was unable to post them online due to an internal error? I am guessing my 
responses were too long . <<Green Belt Land Should Never be Considered for ANY Development>> We are originally 
from North America (NA) and without fail, every year on our return to the UK from a holiday in NA, we are once again 
taken aback at the breathtaking beauty of this island. Some of the main reasons for this are the strict planning 
guidelines (seemingly non-existent in many parts of NA where urban sprawl is appalling and creates one problem after 
another) and the vital benefits of green belt land around large urban centres. I find it inexcusable to even consider 
building on green belt land. The benefits of green belt lands are widely documented and benefit everyone, not just 
those who are lucky enough to live on the edge of them. The only people who benefit from developing on green belt 
land are the developers, which is very short-sighted and irresponsible to future generations. I understand the housing 
pressures, but I do not see any benefit at all to considering green belt an option for housing or any employment 
opportunity. Other options such as brownfield sites, redeveloping older properties, pushing housing and jobs to areas 
where there is a greater need for economic development, are where we should be focusing this energy. <<Challenging 
the numbers HEDNA (?):>> I do not know enough about how these projections are calculated so will leave that to the 
experts who seem to say more homes are needed, however, as per my point above, new affordable housing does not 
all need to focus around the already overcrowded areas of the country. More should be done to encourage business in 
underdeveloped or underused areas that are in decline. And that does not mean that I support HS2, as I most certainly 
do not. People should not be commuting miles and miles to work and home on a regular basis. <<Specific Sites>> 

  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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>PLOT 47B< Absolutely NOT. There is far too much traffic on this little lane as it is. It is dangerous now, can't imagine 
the impact of a new housing development at the edge of it. Too many people use it as a cut through from Chalfonts to 
M40-M25 or closer. Too many schools traffic (5 schools along periphery). I know because I live off of it on Layters Way. 
Many hidden drives and intersections, many panicked school mums late, many rushing to get to doctors appointments, 
tennis matches, church functions, you name it. Liable to flooding. The lane is not designed to handle the volume it 
already has. Speed is not necessarily the issue, as it is difficult to manoevre at speed, it is visibility around bends, lack of 
width, just too many cars NOW, let alone in the future. Also, please consider what ARUP have revealed in their study of 
Plot 47b and beyond, which carries more weight surely than my comments. Creates boundary, sense of openness, 
agricultural space, corridor for wildlife, GREEN BELT LAND! >PLOT 57A< This area is a buffer between the A413 and 
residences. In creates a boundary, break from noise and pollution, space for visual appeal. It is a flood plain and 
contains many mature trees. It makes no sense to develope this land. There are many office spaces in Gerrards Cross, 
Chalfont St Peter and Denham that are currently empty, encourage the use of these. >PLOT 57B< This is an important 
area that creates a buffer between Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross, is a flood plain, and would be unpleasant 
visually if it became one big NA strip mall of offices and commercial properties. >PLOT 69< Would be very unpleasant to 
live along the M40! This green space is needed to absorb some of the pollution from the motorway. <<Infrastructure 
Needs>> Any development even remotely close to the size of what has been presented (somewhere between 7,500-
15,000 new homes + new office space and commercial sites) will have a major impact on the already stretched 
resources in infrastructure. Primary schools, secondary schools, doctors surgeries, leisure centre, roads, would not be 
able to cope. Therefore, these additional infrastructure needs must be built (and up and running) before any 
development and influx of new residences/users. Major new road development would be needed, requiring more 
land... so less land would be available for housing... This in turn would negate the benefit of creating new houses if 
much of the land required for houses ended up being used for schools and leisure complex and roads. It just doesn't 
make sense. <<CIL>> I agree that a community infrastructure levy for any future development is a good idea. 
<<Responding to this Local Plan>> Incidentally, responding to this Local Plan has been a painful exercise. The website is 
a dumping ground of documents and it is very difficult to find your way, filter through to appropriate information, etc... 
I am thankful that I was able to attend the information meeting on February 25, 2016 in GX, although even then I am 
struggling. I am surely not the only one struggling and I bet there would be a lot more responses if this was made more 
clear and user friendly. I am also concerned that collating the responses (likely to be as unorganised as mine are) will be 
a momentous task that council will not have the hours to properly assess and use. 

Rep4151 
Alexia Kemp 

14th March 2016 Consultation Response to Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) 1.1 We 
represent our client, Berkeley Strategic Land Limited and make the following submissions to the Draft Housing and 
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Bell Cornwell 
LLP on behalf 
of Berkeley 
Strategic Land 
Ltd 

Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA). Our client promotes land for residential development to the east of 
Beaconsfield Road, Farnham Common. The land has already been submitted to the Council as a suitable site for 
allocation through the plan process and has been given the reference ‘SB0037’ within the Draft HELAA, January 2016 
document. Blanket Exclusion of Assessment of Green Belt Sites 1.2 We do not support the blanket exclusion of Green 
Belt sites. Whilst a separate Green Belt Assessment may be in preparation, the purpose of that document is solely to 
review sites in respect of their Green Belt functions. The position of the two authorities to reject all Green Belt sites, 
whilst they wait for the outcome of the Green Belt Assessment to be likely to conclude that some sites fall within areas 
of the Green Belt that perform poorly has been simply unnecessary. It has overcomplicated the simple purpose of a 
HELAA document, rejecting sites only to then have to reinstate some of them. We do not consider it appropriate to 
manipulate the HELAA process in this way, which essentially has a purpose to establish potential capacity. Paragraph 
159 of the NPPF sets out the need for local planning authorities to have a clear understanding of housing needs in their 
area and in this respect it is stated that authorities must prepare two documents; a SHMA to assess needs and a 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment "to establish realistic assumptions about the availability, suitability and 
the likely economic viability of land to meet the identified need for housing over the plan period". Given the way in 
which the HELAA has been carried out, it is considered that at this stage of the process, the authorities do not have the 
"clear understanding" of their needs vs. their potential capacity to deliver them, as advocated by Government. 1.3 The 
argument to exclude the Green Belt sites until the Green Belt Assessment concludes, effectively puts off a need to 
undertake a process which is being carried out in respect of all other sites. In the same manner that some of the Green 
Belt sites may not be taken forward into the plan, it is also the case that some of the non-Green Belt sites may not be 
suitable for allocation. Equally, under both scenarios, suitable sites for allocation will arise. It is therefore considered 
particularly unhelpful and indeed unnecessary for the HELAA to segregate and blanket exclude the consideration of 
sites within the Green Belt. The absence of an indication on the potential capacity of the Green Belt sites is also 
particularly unhelpful. Indeed, a review of the draft HELAA, January 2016, barely records an existence of the Green Belt 
sites, with the notations of ‘Stage 1 rejected’ giving the public the illusion that these sites will not be likely to come 
forward, despite the findings of the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment published around the same time making contrary 
conclusions. 1.4 We note from the summary of consultation responses published in May 2015 to the HELAA 
Methodology that a number of respondents objected to the proposal to not assess Green Belt sites. Particular concerns 
were raised by Luton Borough Council which questioned why the Councils would make such a decision, stating that it 
would be ‘critical to coordinate’ the Green Belt work with the HELAA rather than separate the two. Whilst their 
response was also related to concerns regarding their own unmet need, it is considered that there was enough concern 
presented by respondents to the proposed methodology to have revised the process and not sought to make a blanket 
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exclusion for the consideration of Green Belt sites. 1.5 If, due to the amount of sites it was considered difficult to assess 
all those submitted to the Councils individually, it would have been possible to group neighbouring sites which 
presented similar characteristics and provide some combined assessments. Meanwhile, sites which held a close 
relationship with the urban edge and were of a sustainable scale should have been separately assessed. In each case, 
sites should have all been afforded the same level of assessment as the non-Green Belt sites. This includes our client’s 
site at Beaconsfield Road, Farnham Common (SB0037), which has a strong connectivity with the urban area and is 
essentially surrounded by existing development on three sides. General Comments 1.6 A major short falling of 
assessing all sites at the outset, is that the HELAA process is now significantly disjointed. Firstly, as expressed above, it 
has deliberately proposed from the outset to discount all potential undeveloped sites within the Green Belt and only 
seek to re-instate these into the process at a later stage at a point that the evidence base makes it necessary to do so. 
Incidentally, sufficient evidence (i.e. the findings of the draft HEDNA and Part 1 Green Belt Assessment) to necessitate 
the re-instatement of Green Belt sites was already no doubt emerging before the draft HELAA was even published. We 
have outlined above how this manipulation of the HELAA process is contrary to the purpose of the document as set out 
by the NPPF. Secondly, the quality and indeed usefulness of the publication is then further compounded by virtue of 
the fact that whilst being published as a joint publication, Stage 2 assessments have only been carried out in respect of 
Chiltern District sites. If a Joint Local Plan is to be produced, we consider it essential for future publications to be 
completed by each authority before they are made public. Thirdly, whilst the conclusion of the Part 1 Green Belt 
Assessment has determined that certain areas of the Districts are favourable for release in Green Belt terms, the 
Council has no information within its HELAA against which to judge the availability and suitability of sites within those 
areas. As a result, it is simply impossible at this stage to be able to assess the potential capacity within the Joint Local 
Plan area. 1.7 If the draft HELAA had been more complete with all sites being assessed to a Stage 2 level, it is 
considered that responses to the Issues and Options consultation questions on potential development options 
(Question 5) and indeed potentially suitable sites (Question 6), would have been far more meaningful. To the contrary, 
the responses given on potential strategies cannot have been properly informed with regards to the potential capacity 
of each option. As with other Issues and Options Consultation Documents, we also note the absence of any figures 
which at least give an indication of the development capacity of individual options. We consider that had these figures 
been secured through the HELAA work, that the public would have also had more realistic expectations on the 
development needs of the authorities in light of the sites available, in turn understanding the potential levels of 
development which could be possible at specific settlements. In the likely scenario of a hybrid option being required, 
some draft figures would have also allowed for informed views to be given on which combination of options 
respondents may prefer. 1.8 It is our understanding that an updated version of the HELAA will follow in due course 
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once South Bucks have completed their Stage 2 assessments. We strongly recommend that ahead of doing so, 
assessments are also undertaken on the Green Belt sites and published within the revised HELAA. We suggest at this 
stage, a further period of consultation takes place to invite comments on the document. Land to the east of 
Beaconsfield Road, Farnham Common – Site SB0037 1.9 For reasons set out above, we reiterate our disappointment 
that our client’s site directly adjacent to the east of Beaconsfield Road at Farnham Common has not been assessed as 
yet by the HELAA process. We consider that in light of the emerging objectively assessed housing need figures that it 
was entirely likely that sites within the Green Belt would have been required. We therefore do not support the 
approach to avoid the consideration of sites within the Green Belt. 1.10 Whilst we accept that the Green Belt 
Assessment process may consider that some areas should not be removed from the Green Belt, the purpose of the 
HELAA is to assess the suitability of sites for particular types of development. We therefore strongly recommend that 
our client’s land which abuts the urban edge of a Secondary Settlement and which would be deliverable under a 
number of the potential spatial strategy options, should be assessed by officers as soon as possible. 1.11 As concluded 
within our separate representations to the Issues and Options consultation, the site has a number of associated 
benefits, including: • an ability to deliver in the region of 100 dwellings at the Secondary Settlement of Farnham 
Common; • an ability to not adversely impact upon the five purposes of the Green Belt as confirmed by Part 1 of the 
Green Belt Assessment and our own assessment of the site in isolation and also in combination with the remaining 
extension option area at Farnham Common / Farnham Royal; • good accessibility levels, being located directly adjacent 
to the Beaconsfield Road which provides a direct corridor into Slough, which is well served by existing bus routes with a 
bus stops directly adjacent to the site; • an ability to make a significant contribution to affordable housing needs and 
also the ability to provide a varied mix of housing which could contribute through design to older peoples housing need 
in a suitable location; • a strong connectivity with existing built form; • generally high sustainability credentials in terms 
of distances to existing facilities at Farnham Common, including proximity to health facilities and high accessibility to 
employment opportunities at Slough, which has a direct impact on housing need at Farnham Common; • strong 
existing levels of enclosure which would be protected through development and would limit the impacts on existing 
character and the amenity of neighbouring sites; • a sustainable pattern of development which accords with Paragraph 
84 of the NPPF, which would also be entirely consistent with Paragraph 85 and the need for consistency when defining 
boundaries with the need to meet identified needs for sustainable development. 1.12 We have obtained some 
technical guidance on the potential impact development at Beaconsfield Road, Farnham Common could have on the 
integrity of the nearby Burnham Beeches SSSI. This advice has been prepared by Aspect Ecology and a copy of it 
accompanies this letter so that the site can be assessed with the necessary technical information to inform that 
assessment. We trust that this information satisfies any potential area of concern regarding the suitability of the site 
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for residential development. Summary 1.13 We trust that our response is helpful and that our client’s land to the east 
of Beaconsfield Road at Farnham Common will continue to be supported within the emerging plan process. In this 
respect, we hope that the site will be given further consideration by officers shortly as part of the additional Stage 2 
work which is taking place on South Bucks sites and will be published in due course. Until a time that Green Belt sites 
are assessed accordingly by the HELAA and that information published, we do not consider that any further evidence 
base work should be completed or indeed published. This is specifically the case for the emerging Part 2 Green Belt 
Assessment work, which we consider should be carried out in the context of having officer level Stage 2 HELAA 
assessments completed for sites within the search areas which were identified by the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment 
findings.  

Rep4152 Mr 
Colin Paker 

I wish to protest in the strongest possible terms on the proposed plan to construct 15,100 new dwellings in the local 
area. The proposal is utter madness, Already at peak times the traffic htrough Chesham is horrendous. The pressure on 
doctors surgeries and schools etc will be stretched to breaking point. The more concrete and tarmac the greater the 
flood risk. It seems that we and other communities throughout the country are now having to suffer the consequences 
of mass immigration. I [sic] does not take a genius to connect the need for such a high housing level of net immigration. 
As for the suggestion that these houses could be built in the green belt; it defies belief. This issue is about much more 
than the building of houses. It is about our way of life. CW Parker. 

  

Rep4153 
Karen Frame 

I am writing in response to the consultation on the above plan. Whilst I understand the need for housing and 
development in our society I am extremely concerned about the plans for Little Chalfont and the encroachment of 
housing and industrial development on greenbelt land which is enjoyed by thousands ever year. My concerns are as 
follows:- The greenbelt was designated by generations before us to enable an area of countryside for recreation and 
agriculture and preservation of natural habitat for wildlife. The area between Chenies and Little Chalfont on both sides 
of the A404 is beautiful it provides habitat for badgers, foxes, rabbits, small mammals, birds, skylarks and a wide variety 
of flora and fauna and is famous for its bluebells. Access for our children and our children’s children to see and learn to 
respect wildlife is important to preserve I do not think this should be developed it is a precious resource once. The 
public bridleway from Chenies to Little Chalfont and footpath through the field behind chessfield park is well used and 
enjoyed by thousands every year. It is the venue for the scanner appeal bluebell walk when several hundred walk the 
magnificent circuit travelling from significant distances within the M25 to come and enjoy the bluebell spectacle which 
is quite astounding and frequently returning at other times of year. The Chess valley circuit including the footpath 
between Chenies and little Chalfont known as ‘lady Anne’s Walk’ is another hugely popular walk through an incredible 
area of outstanding natural beauty the chess valley. I feel that this is a unique area of countryside hugely used and 
valued by locals and those from wider afield for recreation and strongly feel that any development will ruin this 
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resource for future generations the potential of making this a business park seems abhorrent – I am against any 
reclassification of greenbelt land encroaching the chess valley – these areas are particularly important to protect 
particularly with the increased density of housing in the area. The cow field behind Chessfield park and Westwood park 
itself are again well used public accessible green spaces – the park is used by over 250 children playing football every 
Saturday morning at Westwood park football club many dog walkers and children playing sport after school and at 
other times. Again this is an important recreational resource for future generations and well used appreciated green 
belt land! I am concerned about the pressure on local infrastructure currently from the existing development in terms 
of school places, GPs, dentists, traffic and water management. Over the last 5 years there have been almost 300 new 
homes built in Little Chalfont. Several discharges of foul water from the sewage treatment works in Chesham into the 
river chess have occurred in the last few years - my understanding is that the sewage treatment works had not been 
enlarged sufficiently historically to cope with the increased housing and development in the Amersham, Chesham and 
Little Chalfont area and did not have the capacity to cope particularly at times of high rainfall. I understand that they 
have worked to prevent further discharges into the River Chess but this does illustrate the pressure on existing 
infrastructure. Further development on a large scale will need significant infrastructure development – what are the 
plans for this? In summary I wish to state my strong objection to any greenbelt land being reclassified or developed in 
principle in this area – I acknowledge the need for housing development and would ask that optimal use of non-
greenbelt land is prioritised to preserve the precious greenbelt land as a resource for current future generations.  

Rep4154 Mark 
Redmayne 

 I am writing to register my severe displeasure at the potential loss of Green Belt land surrounding Little Chalfont that is 
currently being scoped for both residential and employment development. As a resident of the village for over 40 years 
I attended Little Chalfont Primary School in my early years and profited from the village life which included the wider 
infrastructure and fabric that contributes to Little Chalfont's identity. Whether delivering daily newspapers to the 
homes on Burtons Lane for many years as a teenager or working as a petrol pump attendant at Munn & Chapman (now 
Citygate), I feel the stewardship of my life in Little Chalfont should be considered and noted when such draconian 
planning proposals are being considered. The attraction and history of Little Chalfont is shaped on it's independence. It 
is a stand-alone village with it's own identity, separated from Chorleywood, Amersham and Chalfont St. Giles. The 
Green Belt land that envelops the village must be protected from the irrational leftfield sprawl that is being proposed. 
The Green Belt land that surrounds Little Chalfont is an asset to both the local community and the region as a whole. It 
is not a reserve of land to be built upon. I have witnessed the pressure placed on the infrastructure across the decades. 
I am now 41 and I shudder when I think of potentially allowing my 8 year old son the liberty with his push bike that I 
enjoyed as a child. The main trunk road through the village (A404) is consistently busy, the parade of shops is 
constantly overrun with cars and the ubiquitous 'Chelsea Tractor' and even the residential side roads are 
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haemorrhaging parked cars abandoned by both residents and commuters on a daily basis. My sons school is full to 
capacity with zero redundancy for any further space for children and my wife is yet to be accepted as an NHS dental 
patient at our closest Practice in the village. The administrators of this proposal to potentially wrench valuable Green 
Belt from the village of Little Chalfont must understand that we are all custodians of this small community and must 
therefore be cognisant of the gravity that such an irreversible planning decision will have on the DNA of this much 
loved area. I serve in the Armed Forces and have worked across the world but Little Chalfont is home. I wholeheartedly 
want my family to continue to profit from the opportunities that the village and it's surroundings have consistently 
provided me. I strongly urge that the proposal as laid out is discounted beyond any doubt, that the Green Belt land 
surrounding Little Chalfont is left alone and considered sacrosanct and finally that Little Chalfont is removed entirely 
from the Council's short list of main settlements for growth. 

Rep4155 
Oscar Older 

Please don't build houses on the fields. Otherwise the bunnies would be sad because if you destroy the fields, the 
bunnies won't have a home.  

  

Rep4156 Mrs 
Marlene 
Kendal 

In response to the proposed new developments in the greeen belt around Chalfont St Peter I feel extremely 
disappointed, such a beautiful county as Bucks should not have its green belt destroyed by more dwellings and offices. 
Chalfont St Peter is already committed to six hundred new dwellings before any of the these new sites are considered 
and I feel tat our villages are going to disappear as they merge with each other. In my view Brownfield sites should be 
used at all times to restrict the sprawl of built up areas. Recently there was a sewage back up in the middle of Chalfont 
St Peter - the system would not cope. Also, schools and surgeries - how will they cope with the influx? Millmeadow is 
particularly essential for Chalfont St Peter C of E Acadamy who does not have its own playing field and physical 
education is an absolute necessity for any school. How on earth [illegible] of building on a flood plain which apparently 
Mill Meadow is. Regarding the 'ES Site', the size of the proposed site is huge and could double the number of houses in 
CSP. Since moving to Chalfont in 1976 there have been hundreds if not thousands of houses built here and I think over 
the years we have taken our fair share. 

 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. 
 
 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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Rep4157 Mrs 
K Reed 

Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) I refer to the Little Chalfont Parish Council website and all 
related matters concerning the Emerging Local Plan. There are many issues that arise from the material reviewed and I 
imagine there are many more competent people dealing with the more complex issues. Having lived in Little Chalfont 
for over 16 years and as a concerned mother and aunt to younger children, I feel compelled to raise objection to the 
overall plan, in particular the following: Green Belt My understanding of the establishment of the Green Belt and the 
AONB were for sound long term reasons and I am not aware that these reasons have any basis for being challenged. 
Any intrusion into these designated areas is really the thin edge of the wedge as has been evident on a global basis over 
the years. Education My son greatly benefited from the grammar school education he received at Dr Challoner's 
Grammar School and my younger nephew and niece, want to follow in his footsteps. But the possible expansion 
material increasing local housing in the area is going to put even further pressure on allocation of places given the 
central Government's policy of not permitting the building of any further Grammar Schools. Traffic/congestion Already 
the A404 suffers badly with rush hour pressure with the consequent environmental impact from exhaust emissions and 
noise. Increase in residential and/or industrialisation will have a surmounting impact on the pollution and congestion. 
Such traffic congestion is further exacerbated by the inevitable increase in traffic as a result of the M25 M40 avoidance 
that has become common place. Therefore even further pressure on parking will occur. I see the A404 through Little 
Chalfont as a division of a coherent community with safety issues emerging for a large number of school children and 
students residents and existing workforce along this route. As a great believer in supporting local trade and business, of 
which there are many in and around our own village of Little Chalfont and that of Amersham, the parking situation has 
already become a huge challenge to local residents. Recent plans to expand Little Chalfont’s parking availability, to the 
left of Tesco Express in the village, were recently turned down in favour of housing….where is everyone to park? I often 
walk to the village but this is not possible when shopping for groceries or when you make an impromptu visit or in bad 
weather. If we want our village to continue to thrive, parking is a must and the potential burden of this future housing 
and industrial development will make parking virtually impossible and people will lose trade and go elsewhere to shop, 
meet friends etc. Leisure/area of beauty/walking As a participating serious runner and walker, what is potentially 
presented, is a decimation of one of the most highly prized exercise routes and trails in an around this area which never 
fails to amaze visitors and friends who visit from all over the world. It is also noted that a suggestion that Westwood 
Park could be a target and given the limited resources in the area, this provides to both residents and adjoining districts 
an important amenity for children's entertainment/activities, multiple versions of sport, dog walking and healthy 
outdoor exercise. I firmly believe that the Little Chalfont community, in recent years, has already contributed to the 
housing stock demand and industrialisation. However, any development that is a threat to the Green Belt or AONB 
should be strenuously resisted. I hope all the above concerns I have raised will be given the appropriate 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.  
 
The Local Plan will need to plan 
to meet employment needs 
over the Plan period to 2036. 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

999 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep4159 
Hannah 
Bowler Turley 
on behalf of 
Taylor 
Wimpey 

REPRESENTATIONS TO THE ISSUES AND OPTIONS CHILTERN AND SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN (2014-2036) TAYR3002 We 
are pleased to submit representations on behalf of Taylor Wimpey to the Issues and Options Chiltern and South Bucks 
Local Plan (2014-2036), in relation to land west of Earl Howe Road, Holmer Green (the site). A Site Plan is included at 
Appendix 1. The approach to preparing a Joint Local Plan between Chiltern District Council (CDC) and South Bucks 
District Council (SBDC) would appear logical, along with the combined approach to preparing the supporting evidence 
base especially with regard to the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) and Green Belt 
Review. Given the cross-boundary nature of CDC and SBDC in terms of housing market area to its neighbouring 
authorities, the Duty-to-Co-operate will form an integral role in ensuring that the most appropriate and effective 
strategy in delivering the full objectively assessed need (OAN) is achieved. CDC also need to consider the relationship of 
the District to London, especially given the considerable unmet need arising from the inability of the London Borough’s 
to meet their own needs. In this regard, the draft HEDNA demonstrates that the objectively assessed need for housing 
in both Chiltern District Council (CDC) and South Bucks District Council (SBDC) is considerably higher than planned for 
within the respective adopted Core Strategies. Whilst it is acknowledged that previously the Core Strategy for CDC was 
based upon the South East Plan figures, allowances were made for the swathes of land with within the District subject 
to the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Green Belt designations which suppressed the housing 
requirements for the District to 2026. However, in light of the considerable level of population growth anticipated to 
2036 and the associated housing requirements, CDC need to be pro-active in ensuring that the most appropriate 
housing strategy is adopted moving forward which seeks to optimise the delivery of housing as far as possible within its 
own administrative boundaries. It is inevitable that this will require the release of Green Belt land in sustainable 
locations that can make a contribution to the housing supply to 2036. CDC should not prematurely base the strategy on 
surrounding authorities addressing its unmet need especially given the evidentopportunities for Green Belt release 
around sustainable settlements. CDC should be committed to implementing a robust strategy that supported by a 
justified and effective evidence base to meet its own needs as far as is reasonable to ensure that paragraph 182 of the 
NPPF is satisfied. Given the above, the site can contribute towards meeting housing need over the plan period given 
the site is a reasonable and deliverable sustainable solution to delivering much needed residential accommodation 
adjacent to an existing settlement. Holmer Green was recognised within the adopted Core Strategy as a larger village 
capable of contributing towards the delivery of new housing with its built-up area boundary, with no Green Belt release 
anywhere across the District. However, paragraph 4.7 of the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation confirms that ‘given 
the overall level of need and limited scope for development to meet that need the Council’s consider that there are 
considerable circumstances to review the Green Belt’. It is acknowledged that CDC are considering the release of parcel 
24a, which includes the site, from the Green Belt though Part 2 of the Green Belt Assessment prepared by Arup and 
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supported through the Sustainability Appraisal (January 2016). The release of parcel 24a is considered appropriate 
given the site is within a sustainable location and benefits from access to public transport, infrastructure and services. 
Given the proximity of the village has formerly merged with Hazlemere to the south-west and the presence of the A404 
to the south providing severance from open land further south, it is questionable as to the role of this land parcel plays 
in terms of it contribution to the function of the Green Belt. As such, Holmer Green would be an appropriate location 
for development through Green Belt release subject to site specific constraints and compliance with the Development 
Plan. However, the overall approach to the Green Belt Review has been considered too broadly to establish where 
Green Belt release would be appropriate. The suitability, availability and deliverability of sites have not been looked at 
in sufficient detail given the size of the Green Belt parcels assessed. It would be more effective for the Green Belt 
Assessment to look in more detail at specific areas around existing settlements where the function of the Green Belt 
may longer serve to meet the requirements of paragraph 84 and 85 of the NPPF. The Green Belt Review Part 1 provides 
an assessment of the value of designated Green Belt land against the criteria of paragraph 80 of the NPPF although this 
has resulted in negligible value in determining the areas of consideration for release given the size of the areas in 
question. Where a local authority is preparing an evidence base to test potential sites to be released from the Green 
Belt in advance of confirming the total quantum of development that needs to be accommodated in the Green Bel t (as 
in this case), this should first be informed by an exercise to identify the most sustainable locations for development as 
part of the resolution of the overarching spatial development strategy, which is particularly relevant in the case of 
Holmer Green. This approach aligns with advice in paragraph 84 of the Framework and the ‘golden thread’ in paragraph 
14. It is clear that on this basis, the forthcoming spatial strategy to 2036 will need to promote suitable and sustainable 
patterns of development to accord with the NPPF. However, through reviewing the Arup methodology, the review 
weighs heavily against sites that abut the built -up areas of existing settlements, which conflicts with paragraph 84 of 
the NPPF. Whilst we must stress that there is considerable support for releasing area 24a from the Green Belt and its 
inclusion with the Sustainability Appraisal, the local authority needs to be more explicit as to the justification for the 
sites either excluded or put forward for further consideration given the quantum of housing need required over the 
forthcoming plan period, where a review of the Green Belt is imperative to addressing such a need. In addition, the 
approach taken to the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HEELA), Sustainability Appraisal and Green 
Belt is inconsistent with regard to the rationale for sites being taken forward for further consideration –it would be 
appear reasonable to conclude that the publication of the draft HEELA and SA is premature given the status of the 
Green Belt Review and the unknown quantum of development required to be accommodated through Green Belt 
release. In particular, there is no consistency in the scores achieved by sites recommended for further consideration 
and there is no justification in the proformas on why these sites would be appropriate for development. Furthermore, 
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there is no justification in the 2016 Local Plan Initial Consultation document or HELAA as to why sites have been 
identified as areas of search in the Green Belt; particularly since not all of Arup’s recommended sites have been taken 
forward – and indeed some new sites have been added which are not supported by the Arup work. To be robust, the 
local authority needs to provide further justification on the reasons for discounting and including certain sites as Areas 
of Search. The comments on why certain sites have been excluded in the HELAA simply notes that they comprise Green 
Belt land that has not been previously developed, but this description equally applies to some sites put forward as 
Areas of Search. Furthermore, it is noted that the Sustainability Appraisal only provides an assessment of the sites 
identified as Areas of Search in the Initial Consultation Document; it does not provide an assessment of other areas or 
sites discounted for comparison. With regard to Question 5 and 6 of the consultation which relates to the most 
appropriate strategy for the emerging Local Plan, CDC need to be in possession of a robust evidence base prior to 
determining the most appropriate growth opportunities for meeting assessed needs. The Options proposed are set out 
in the absence of firm conclusions on the evidence base and a re-considered settlement hierarchy which is proposed at 
paragraph 4.7 of the consultation document. CDC accept at paragraph 3.7 of the consultation document 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 with the Green Belt’. This approach is not in line with paragraph 47 of 
the NPPF which requires which seeks to both ‘significant boost housing supply’ and use the evidence base to ensure 
that the Local Plan meets the full objectively assessed need in the housing market area. Given there is recognition by 
CDC and SBC that exceptional circumstances exist for Green Belt release, the focus at this early stage of the Local Plan 
process should be on optimising development within the administrative as oppose to an over reliance of exploring 
opportunities for surrounding authorities to address any ‘perceived’ unmet need. The opportunities for growth should 
not be specifically focussed on principal settlements but more explore a wider range of settlements as noted at Option 
L. There will be a requirement for numerous Options to be taken forward following completion of the HELAA and Green 
Belt Review if CDC is to create a ‘step-change’ in the historic approach to housing delivery through the emerging Local 
Plan. In conclusions, the removal of area 24a from the Green Belt is supported, although CDC need to be more robust in 
its approach to the evidence by providing further justification and detailed review of sites within the Green Belt 
surrounding existing settlements. CDC has acknowledged the need for Green Belt release to meets it assessed needs, 
and this should be fully explored prior to predetermining that a considerably quantum of its assessed need will need to 
be accommodated outside its administrative boundary. Whilst the evidence base being prepared is an appropriate 
approach, the Green Belt review is too generic given the size of the areas of searches being assessed to understand the 
true opportunities across the District for Green Belt release in sustainable locations. In addition, without understanding 
the quantum of development required to be accommodated within the Green Belt, CDC are unable to provide 
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sufficient justification as to the reasoning for including or excluding sites from the Review. With regard to paragraph 14 
of the Framework, the presumption in favour of sustainable development requires that for plan-making local planning 
authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area and this should be the 
starting point for CDC moving forward. We trust the above representations and duly made and look forward to 
receiving confirmation of receipt at the earliest opportunity. 

Rep4160 Mrs 
Victoria Arnold 

I live in Sear Green but use many of the amenities in Chalfont St Peter. Ineed, when my children could not be places in 
Seer Green school (oversubscribed) then I tried to get places in the CSP schools - also oversubscribed. This tells me that 
current pressures on school places make further building development nonsensical. There are significant issues with 
flooding travelling around the Chalfonts so further building will increase these pressures. My son and daughter are 
regular users of the Epilepsy Centre fields as part of Chalfont Saints FC. If we lose the Epilepsy Centre home ground all 
football for girls in South Bucks will decrease as Chesham have the only other significant girls club. Teams from North 
Bucks travel to the Epilepsy Centre every week and currently we struggle for space despite having 9 pitches as there is a 
very healthy boys club. Girls attend from Gerrards Cross, Chalfonts and other local villages so losing these pitches 
would be hugely impacful on local youth. 

  

Rep4161 Mr 
Jonathon Reed 

 RE: Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) I refer to the Little Chalfont Parish Council website and 
all related matters concerning the Emerging Local Plan. I will be 21 years old this year and have lived in Little Chalfont 
for over 16 years during which time I was a student of both Chenies and Little Chalfont Primary Schools and 
subsequently Dr Challoner Grammar School and have recognised the value of Little Chalfont and its environ. I am 
reading Human Geography and Chinese Studies at University of Nottingham and many of the issues and considerations 
that are/will be considered feature in my course. Consequently I am mindful of both the academic and community 
considerations. I feel the need to raise objection to the overall plan, in particular the following: Green Belt/ANOB My 
understanding of the establishment of the Green Belt and the AONB were for sound long term reasons and I am not 
aware that these reasons have any basis for being challenged. Any intrusion into these designated areas is really the 
thin edge of the wedge as has been evident over the years. I would be most interested to have sight of the terms of 
reference used for the land evaluation which I understand was undertaken by a third party. Traffic/congestion The 
A404 has increasing traffic most noticeable during rush hours and or when the M40 J2 and or M25 J16-18 are closed or 
obstructed with the consequent environmental impact from exhaust emissions, noise and increased safety issues. In 
recent years the noticeable expansion of SME’s and the further expansion of GE has created its own traffic issues with 
“rat runs” developed by drivers wishing to avoid the main route congestion with the consequences of residential roads 
experiencing heavy use; excess speed together with the varieties of pollution referred to above. Further pressure on 
parking will occur and this is already an understandable cause of concern. Education The intended population 
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expansion will material increase pressure on school places at all levels of entry. The limit school places will be further 
pressurised and the County’s education grammar school policy will further conflict with the Conservative policy to only 
permit limited expansion of Grammar Schools. The County’s educational mandate will be threatened and operating 
costs will increase for fulfilling busing with further congestion at peak times. Healthy Living I am an active sportsman 
and feel blessed to have, as part of my environment the countryside in the form of both Green Belt and AONB 
functioning as both a buffer between adjacent communities and providing such enjoyment. I witness the many that live 
or travel to the area to cycle or even more importantly walk as part of an active and healthy life style; I do recall this is a 
key policy of this current Government. I am sure Bucks County and its sub strata’s would wish to retain and further 
embrace healthy living. I was most concerned to note Westwood Park is also highlighted as possible land along with the 
adjoining forest and agricultural land leading down to the River Chess. The park continues to draw visitors from near 
and far to use the children play area and the extensive team sport facilities. I still today share with friends the features 
of this parkland and I find it remarkable that these limited but correctly utilised community Assets would be tabled for 
evaluation. Environmental impact studies in due time will doubtless reveal the vulnerability of the River Chess and its 
importance which I recognise may already be to hand. Finally it does appear this evaluation is undertaken without the 
information as it may or does impact the future of the environ of Chorleywood which is a Hertfordshire County two. 
What is the interaction between the parties or is such cooperation not seen as relevant? I firmly believe that the Little 
Chalfont community, in recent years, has already contributed to the housing stock demand and industrialisation. 
However, any development that is a threat to the Green Belt or AONB should be strenuously resisted. I hope all the 
above concerns I have raised will be given the appropriate consideration. 

Rep4162 Mr 
Denville Reed 

 RE: Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) I refer to the public meeting convened by Little Chalfont 
Parish Council in company with Little Chalfont Village Community for Thursday 11 February 2016 to discuss the 
Emerging Local Plan. It was noticeable that Chiltern District Council was not sharing the stage to offer clarification or 
assurance. Along with many residents of this Village Community we have in recent years been presented with a variety 
of development challenges, predominantly residential and industrial in nature. Accommodating change has been 
accepted but carefully evaluated and supervised to the ongoing benefit of the majority of our community. As a resident 
of 16 years I and my family value the strength in depth of this village community and its achievement to mutate and 
respond to progress. Our son has been privileged to have benefited from the education offered in this county. Much of 
the matters under consideration are associated with the emerging impact of London’s expansion; the necessity for 
more taxpayers; relieving the pressure due to the historical shortage of social and low cost housing and the inevitable 
consequences of such expansion. The key issue that has emerged from the public meeting pivots largely around the 
possible threat to both Green Belt and those areas classified as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the 
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consequences that would subsequently emerge. Once gone, they are lost forever. The reasons for the establishment of 
both Green Belt and ANOB are well documented. It is not evident from the public documentation and questioning at 
the meeting for the reason(s) why these special environments have been added to the evaluation process without 
robust publicly viewable supporting evidence. It is noted that external parties were appointed to complete the study 
and the various versions of maps that were in the public view suggested a need for far more transparency on their 
terms of reference. 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. 
http://www.politics-greenbelt.org.uk/index.html An Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) is an area outside a 
National Park that is considered by Natural England to be of such outstanding natural beauty that it should be 
designated for the purpose of conserving and enhancing natural beauty 
http://www.staffsmoorlands.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/pages/CV%20AONB%20Assessment%20Paper.pdf 
and to further 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. Much pleasure is gained by the community at large as well 
as the many walkers and cyclists who frequent this part of the Chilterns and establishes the framework and character 
of places like Little Chalfont. There also is a continuing growth of TV and film production companies using the 
backdrops all of which adds to the economic wellbeing of the community but would potentially be threatened. 
Adjoining County reviews Chorleywood is on the boundary of Buckinghamshire and as part of Hertfordshire to date I 
have not been able to review the intentions of this County’s intentions in the same regard given one CDC proposal 
indicates industrialisation virtually to the County border – in effect strip development. This must surely be a matter of 
material concern for all. Traffic Arising from the above, even limited or progressive/extensive development as may be 
deemed fit shall materially impact upon many social and economic elements of Little Chalfont as a community. The 
village is in effect divided by the increasingly busy A404 which carries its own regional employment, school, and 
community traffic but has increasingly become a “rat run” as and when the M25 junctions 16-18 or M40 junction 2 are 
in anyway congested. This already creates serious issues given the presence of a total of 7 junior, senior schools and 
colleges from Chorleywood to Amersham mixed with the continuing pressures of employers such as Amersham 
International (GE) and many SME along and immediately off the A404 through Little Chalfont and Amersham. Further 
pressure is simply unacceptable without consequences both in general traffic and pedestrian/cyclist safety and 
atmospheric pollution and noise. Furthermore, there are limited areas that permit on pavement cycling. For good 
safety reasons, further cycling, consequent on expansion, will materially increase safety consequences for pedestrians 
and our increasing community of both elderly and persons with disabilities. Cyclists switching back onto the road with 
the traffic growth have consequences. Safety is a matter that should be high on the agenda. Education Education in 
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Bucks is highly prized. Central government’s edict on only permitting limited annex expansion of grammar schools will 
place unrealizable challenges on the County to maintain the current education model with consequences for our 
aspiring youngsters. There are insufficient local school places, currently displacing children to schools miles away with 
unnecessary stress and transportation obligations and costs. Transport There is severe pressure on parking near local 
shops; in the station locality and near to business interests. On street and off street such as the station parking today is 
further absorbing those from as far afield as Berkhampsted and Beaconsfield to gain some train congestion relief and 
benefit from the lower fares. Train services into London in the rush hour are mainly full by the time they arrive at 
Chorleywood (only one stop down the line). TfL are currently focused on expanding the Met line to link it with Watford 
Junction, with reported threats to the Chesham Branch. Infra Structure Recently development demonstrates the 
planning challenges of the District Council in matters of local planning to ensure ancillary/additional community 
resource as part of a development approval are mandated: a case in point being the Bell Lane development on the Old 
Saw Mill site some years past. The vision for a community and medical centre was not accomplished. Local GP, 
community health clinics and hospitals will continue to be a challenge with consequences. It is also noted that 
Westwood Park recreational ground has also been highlighted as a possible target. One of the few recreational grounds 
in the area. Used by a wide variety of both local and commuters to benefit from the facilities that meet the needs of 
youngsters of all ages with both organised and casual play [cricket; football; rugby coaching; sports days], 
walkers/runners and social walkers/dog handlers. Technology Some parts of Little Chalfont still has limited mobile and 
broadband signal. Where the writer lives at the lower end of Bell Lane there is virtually no mobile signal and the 
promise of BT’s fibre rollout scheduled for last September has now been put back to “in the future” Band width is 
appalling particular at peak times. Environmental It is apparent in various areas the consequence of road flooding 
which remains a challenge. Ensuring managed drainage is evident by its absence. Bell Lane as a case in point, has a 
number of completed blocked road drains consequently the run off adds to the natural run off. Apart from eroding the 
road surface the discharge into the Latimer valley and into The River Chess results in contaminated waters for a River of 
special importance. The land highlighted as possible development along the Latimer Valley Road, that includes the 
consequent deforestation would have severe consequences in respect of run off. I suspect there are areas with not 
dissimilar concerns. In conclusion, Little Chalfont should not be considered as a 'Main Settlement for Growth'. Since 
2006, the village has endured development in larger scales than its neighbouring towns of Amersham, Chesham, 
Chalfont St. Giles and Chalfont St Peters. Little Chalfont cannot accommodate new development and should not be 
transformed into another commuter town. Please give my objection serious consideration. 

Rep4163 Mr 
Alex Gorton 

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 

  The councils consider that 
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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. The 
government are pushing for greater sports within schools and for greater youth participation in sports. The proposed 
developments on Mill Meadow, the Epilepsy Centre and along the A413 would effectively wipe out any sport in 
Chalfont St Peter. These sites are used both by schools and by village clubs, and should be preserved in order to allow 
continued participation in sport in the village. 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. 

options in the Green Belt need 

to be considered in addition to 

the opportunities that are 

available on brownfield sites. 

 

Rep4164 Mr 
Paul Revel 

I strongly oppose the proposed development in the Chesham area. There are huge implications for local residence and 
many factors to consider. The proposed industrial area is quite distrubing news. There seems to be invested interest as 
I have not received a letter or any information about the Chesham development that will be outside my front door! I 
found by word of mouth two days before the March 14th deadline. There will be loss of residential recreation. Myself 
and [illegible] family constantly use the Nash recreation ground and playground and surrounding footpaths. The 
proposed development is on green belt land and woodland. There will be loss of wildlife and wildflower meadow with 
increased noise and distubrnace to all local residents. The Vale and Chesham is already a rsk to flooding. Building on 
green belt land and woodland will increase the flood risk. Will there be new schools built? A big schoold has just been 
knocked down with houses built at the top of Nashleigh Hill. 
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Rep4165 
Christine 
Nuttall 

Please find below the response I wish to submit to the Chalfont St Peter Local Plan Consultation. . 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: 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. You may wish to comment on the 
appropriateness of development in CSP green belt areas. 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 
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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 Societ, 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. 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 wish these points to be taken into consideration at the consultation and also 
concur with the views expressed by Sense4Chalfont in their submission to the CDC Planning Department. 

Rep4166 Mr Land between Beech Lane and Longbottom Lane, Jordans Promotion based on the redevelopment of land identified to   
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Sam Tiffin 
Progress 
Planning on 
behalf of Mr 
Giles 
Sandeman-
Allen 

accommodate 7-9 detached dwellings Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in 
relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? It 
is understood that the HELAA will be updated and published at each local plan stage and/or annually to understand 
‘supply’ opportunities and to test whether they can be delivered within the Plan period. It is important that the HELAA 
identifies and acknowledges an appropriate windfall calculation which reflects the historically significant role that this 
source of housing has played in the housing market area over time. The importance of smaller sites of say 5-10 
dwellings should be encouraged and supported. This scale of site are often the most readily deliverable as they require 
less supporting infrastructure. In addition, such sites are often located within existing built up areas rather than on the 
edge of settlements further away from services and facilities. The Government has also recently proposed a range of 
changes to the planning system to help small and medium-sized housebuilders and in turn boost the delivery of new 
homes and the economy. Proposed changes to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) have been announced 
including a presumption in favour of smaller sites, and a requirement for councils to have a positive policy on windfall 
applications. Therefore, looking forward over the plan period the Councils should ensure enough flexibility for windfall 
sites to come forward. A greater number of smaller sites over the plan period reduces the risk of sites not being 
delivered on time. The plan will need to reflect the above mentioned forthcoming changes in national policy in order to 
be considered ‘sound’ in compliance with paragraph 182 of the NPPF – ‘consistent with national policy’. My client’s site 
between Beech Lane and Longbottom Lane, Jordans is one such site which meets all the deliverability tests set out in 
the NPPF and can deliver 5-9 dwellings in a sustainable location. Question 5: What spatial strategy options 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? Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options 
generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options? The below responds to both 
Questions 5 & 6 Spatial Strategy Option F is strongly supported which proposes 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. Particular support is given to removing Jordans from the Green Belt. 
Jordans is a particularly sustainable settlement as it is served by Seer Green and Jordans railway station (Chiltern Line – 
30 minutes to London Marylebone and 8 minutes to High Wycombe). The very close proximity of Jordans to 
Beaconsfield (c.2miles) also means that residents do not have to travel far to access a wide range of services and 
facilities. By removing Jordans from the Green Belt will better enable a number of small sites to come forward for 
development. Such development will be of great benefit to the settlement bringing in new people which will help to 
ensure the future viability of local services and facilities. Support is also given to Option H which would review the 
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scope for allowing limited development within villages and generally built up frontages within the Green Belt. A more 
flexible approach is clearly required here as the constraining nature of current policy has been to the detriment of a 
number of villages who have witnessed a decline in services and facilities, due to static or declining local populations. 
Such a policy should encourage sites of up to 10 dwellings to come forward in Green Belt settlements. We also support 
Option J which would be in addition to other options and allow additional sustainable growth options in built up areas 
and/or in the Green Belt close to train stations – Chesham, Great Missenden, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Seer Green 
and Jordans, Iver and Taplow. However, Jordans should also be included on this list, if it is not already via proximity to 
Seer Green and Jordans station, as the station relates as much to the village of Jordans as it does to Seer Green. The 
station is some 400 meters from Longbottom Lane. Allowing more small scale developments within existing Green Belt 
settlements will result in a strategy which impacts far less on the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. Small 
scale appropriately sited and designed development in villages such as Jordans, will be an evidently more sustainable 
option than some of the ‘Built Area Extension Options’ being considered for areas such as Little Chalfont. The capacity 
for Green Belt settlements to accommodate development should be maximised in order to protect the scale of 
development needed elsewhere in open countryside where the impact upon the openness of the Green Belt is far 
greater. Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7 (Development management 
policies)? It is agreed that the Council's development management policies require review in order to make them 
consistent with the NPPF and NPPG and in line with the emerging Joint Local Plan policy approach. Comments on 
specific proposed policies are shown below: Settlement Hierarchy As discussed above it is considered that due to a 
number of factors Jordans should be defined as a sustainable settlement excluded from the Green Belt, of the same 
standing as Seer Green to which it is closely related. It is currently unintelligible to have two similar settlements so 
close together with different policy approaches operating for consideration of development proposals. Development in 
the Green Belt As discussed above the village of Jordans should be removed from the Green Belt and this policy should 
reflect this approach. Development in the Green Belt should reflect NPPF policy. Infilling within Rows of Development 
within the Green Belt It is critical that this policy is developed to be consistent with paragraph 89 of the NPPF. The 
policy will also need to be consistent with forthcoming changes to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
including a presumption in favour of smaller sites, and a requirement for Councils to have a positive policy on windfall 
applications. The policy should be flexible enough to allow sites to realistically come forward for development within 
Green Belt settlements. Suggested policy wording is shown below: Within Green Belt settlements (as defined on the 
Proposals Map) suitable frontage and limited infill development will be encouraged for schemes of 10 dwellings or less 
where: - The design and layout of development is consistent with the local pattern of development. - The site is in a 
location which has good access to local transport networks; - The site is located within walking distance to frequent and 
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sustainable public transport to serve the proposed development. The railway station is some 400 meters from 
Longbottom Lane. 

Rep4167 Ms 
Joanna Green 

Quill Hall Farm - Ranns Industrial Site (areas 22a and 22b of the Green Belt Assessment part1) have been included for 
testing in the next stage of the Joint Local Plan, despite being part of the Green Belt and an Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. We recently moved from London to an area close to Quill Hall Farm, in part because we wanted our children to 
have a closer relationship with the countryside. It is heartbreaking to think that this land, which benefits and improves 
the living standards of the adults and children from all socio-economic backgrounds who live nearby, may be 
destroyed. You will no doubt be aware of Natural England's two year government-funded study to monitor 
engagement with the natural environment by children (https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/monitor-of-
engagement-with-the-natural-environment-pilot-study-visits-to-the-natural-environment-by-children) which 'highlights 
the importance of having green spaces to children and families' - and I would add to all people. Not everyone who lives 
here is rich or has access to a car to drive to another open wild space. This site brings local people multiple health, 
wellbeing and educative advantages: from walking and rambling, cycling and den building to learning about farm and 
wild animals, birds and insects, as well as trees and other flora. Since moving here, we have seen bats, birds of prey, 
deer, various moths and butterflies and heard owls and woodpeckers - all of which would be lost if this land was 
developed. The fact that it is here on our doorstep offers excellent motivation for local people to boost and maintain 
their activitity levels, feeding into the governement's health and wellbeing strategy, with its attendant health benefits 
of improving mental health and wellbeing and reducing the risk of many ailments including obesity and cancer - which 
will profit the local and national economy in other ways. Having read the Green Belt Assessment part 1 and the draft 
HELAA, I know the value of this land as part of the Green Belt has already been noted and it has been dismissed as a 
possibility for removal from the Green Belt and future development. I very much hope that the Planning Policy Team 
will agree with this assessment, and recognise that developing this unspoilt, tranquil and beautiful land would be a 
terrible loss to our local community and wildlife. 

  

Rep4168 Mr 
Andrew 
Cordiner 
Committee 
Member Hyde 
Heath Village 
Society 

Emerging Local Plan Response by Hyde Heath Village Society Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition 
of housing and functional economic market areas being used, on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs 
assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan process? Hyde Heath Village Society (HHVS) 
record that South Bucks and Chilterns are very different areas with wholly differing needs and in particular wholly 
different infrastructure issues and concerns. We feel the publication of a joint housing needs plan must not disregard 
the wider issues associated with infrastructure and transport and how these issues affect each local authority 
differently. Equally, when assessing the need, they must adopt different review processes recognising that Chiltern 
District carries far more AONB Landscape, more greenbelt, and more ancient infrastructure and therefore its ability to 
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cope with additional housing supply is far less. Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly 
in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? 
HHVS make 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? HHVS seek to protect the AONB and the Greenbelt from use 
which is inconsistent with the areas natural beauty but also its tranquillity. Therefore, we would consider support for 
release of certain industrial sites within the AONB or greenbelt in or around Hyde Heath if it can be demonstrated such 
sites are intrusive to residential neighbours. We are aware that Franklins Scrap Yard has been the subject of noise 
complaints and therefore it may be appropriate to relocate this facility elsewhere and release the site for residential 
use. This would be in keeping with preserving the tranquillity of the AONB and prioritising brownfield sites within the 
Greenbelt for residential use. 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. HHVS consider the Green Belt Assessment to be a fundamental part of the production of a Local Plan as 
without it, the plan would be placing the "cart before the horse". HHVS request that the local plan is not adopted until 
such time as the Green Belt Assessment is finalised and the results of this assessment and decisions relating to the 
Green Belt are finalised. There should be no clause nor suspensive condition attached to the Local Plan Consultation 
that allows a change in greenbelt protection without such change firstly being considered as part of the local plan 
consultation. It is a material land use consideration influencing the local plan. Secondly we do not consider it 
appropriate that HS2 is not considered a Local Plan matter. HHVS consider that HS2 is very much a local plan matter. 
The Council have statutory responsibilities to protect the AONB and to conserve and enhance the AONB. 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 application. Irrespective of the fact 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 and therefore 
have an obligation to submit applications in the normal way. 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". If the application does not then it should be rejected and HS2 Ltd are given leave to appeal to the Secretary 
of State in the normal way. While HHVS accept that there are clauses in the Act which would then force the SofS to 
treat Chiltern DC as a "hostile" authority, this is unavoidable as the responsibility conferred on Chiltern DC by another 
Act of Parliament is neither waived, repealed nor diminished by the HS2 Enabling Act. It is the Statutory Duty of the 
Officers and Elected representatives of Chiltern DC to fully include the High Speed Train in the Local Plan and therefore 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1013 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

failure to do so would open this emerging document up for Judicial Review. 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? HHVS wish to object to this question. The statement 
itself is leading and forcing the respondent to accept that development in the AONB and some release of the Greenbelt 
is inevitable to meet national planning objectives. We consider national planning objectives to be generic and failing to 
consider the effect on locations such as the AONB and their ancient landscapes. This question should be re-consulted 
upon adding the additional option of “or do you consider National Planning Policy is failing to conserve and enhance 
the AONB and in doing so failing to undertake the proper considerations for its protection as obligated under the 
Countryside and Rights of Way Act. Notwithstanding, HHVS consider the spatial strategy that conserves and enhances 
the AONB must be Option A - making more efficient and effective use of land within existing built-up areas such as 
increasing building density or heights. However, we object to relocating open space uses compatible with the Green 
Belt to create new development opportunities in the built-up area. We accept converting employment land to other 
uses (such as residential). While in principle we do not support building on the greenbelt, Option C Built area 
extension(s) to the principal settlements of Chesham, Amersham should only be necessary insofar as all other options 
to meet the housing targets have been exhausted. It should be the last resort and should almost certainly seek to avoid 
precedent and therefore should be isolated, minor and considered on a case by case basis. Anything more than minor 
development should be refused as NPPF explicitly provides a presumption of refusal for major developments in the 
AONB. 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 even less capacity to deal with additional housing 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 disagree with the statement made in Option G that the Epilepsy Centre or other small scale 
releases meet the test of exceptional circumstances. We make no comment on this specific proposal. However we 
object to the attempted use of the words “exceptional circumstances”. The document must define what it considers to 
be “exceptional” and in what way are the circumstances different. The need to meet national policy on planning is not 
in itself an “exceptional circumstance”. 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 
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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. Furthermore to use the stations 
suggests these lines have capacity to afford further commuter journeys. Encouraging more commuter activity on lines 
already experiencing standing room at peak would be irresponsible. Question 6: Do you have comments on individual 
options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options? HHVS refer you to our Q3 
response. Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? While 
HHVS understand the need to demonstrate the “duty to Co-operate” to the inspector of the emerging plan, we note 
that this is simply a duty that the Council must be seen to have fully engaged upon. There is no obligation to agree. Our 
primary comment with regard to this Duty to Co-operate relates to the infrastructure provision. We have grave 
concerns that the High Speed Rail project will create a “Transport Corridor” through the Chilterns AONB. Under the 
Duty to Co-operate were 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 significant additional 
road and rail capacity. Our primary concern is that Chiltern District will agree to additional road capacity to be placed in 
the Transport Corridor created by HS2, and specifically via an upgrading and more duelling of the A413 as well as other 
roads. Access to the A413 for Hyde Heath is already dangerous with countless fatalities as a consequence of crossing 
traffic or slow traffic from our rural lanes attempting to join fast moving traffic. The A413 as well as other key roads in 
this Area of the AONB are experiencing significant “rat running” traffic which is very dangerous for our local roads 
running through the village, not to mention our section of the National Cycle Route as well as the school children using 
these routes to access the Bus Stops. 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. Furthermore, 
we note the suggestion of “new settlement/growth area(s)” is under consideration to meet the needs of the emerging 
plan housing allocation. The Chilterns AONB has for some time been under the threat of a new settlement 
development. It was rumoured as a consequence of HS2 and although the precise location is not known, there have 
been suggestions that development could take place around Gerrard’s Cross Area. We make no comment on rumours 
except to state that we strongly object in the strongest terms to any “new settlement or growth area” proposed now or 
at any time hence within any area in or immediately adjacent to the AONB and furthermore comment that should any 
settlement adjacent to the AONB be proposed that occasions the need for additional infrastructure within the AONB, 
then we would challenge such proposal as it compromises the Councils primary duty to ensure they “conserve and 
enhance” the AONB. We add comment at this point that the emerging plan has not asked any specific questions 
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regarding the greenbelt assessment despite the fact it has dedicated an entire section 4.14 – 4.17 explaining the 
Councils approach to assessing the Greenbelt. We consider this to be flawed in the context of consultation, a point we 
have already raised. We record that the Council are undertaking an assessment which will “determined whether any 
parts of the Green Belt no longer fulfil a Green Belt purpose” and can be removed. This is a key consideration for the 
consultation in any emerging plan and therefore cannot be treated in isolation nor as a specific study. Furthermore we 
object to a singular example recorded referring to the fact Burnham Park no longer fulfils a greenbelt purpose so can be 
removed but it is not appropriate for development. Clearly removal of Burnham Parks protection will leave it 
vulnerable, perhaps to edge development. While it may be protected by the current administration, future 
administrations may view it as an opportunity and therefore this policy simply weakens its protection. Question 8: Do 
you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? HHVS consider 
the answer to affordable housing provision lies in the Localism Act. The Act provides for parish councils and local 
communities to produce their own neighbourhood plans. In doing so they would need to be able to demonstrate they 
have allocated sufficient land for affordable housing. While HHVS would have no desire to see private development 
occur in and around the village, it may be that land release and allocation could be made available to create housing 
that is affordable to local people currently living in the village or with connections to immediate relatives living in the 
village. This would strengthen the community. Question 9: Do you have any comments on the above options to meet 
the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? HHVS could support a policy of modest extension of 
existing Travelling sites, however, there remains regular examples of unlawful occupation of sites by travelling people 
throughout the district including in Hyde Heath. HHVS have been active in an ongoing case involving a person illegally 
using land on the edge of the village to site a Caravan which is being occupied. This matter has been ongoing for some 
months and although the council are aware, the practice is continuing. Equally, we are aware of recent incidents in 
Beaconsfield where community activities at the Rugby Club were disrupted for almost 4 weeks as a consequence of 
illegal and unlawful occupation of land. While appropriate land provision should be made for travelling people, we 
believe that additional laws are necessary, perhaps from Central Government such that immediate removal from sites 
unlawfully occupied must take place if adequate provision is available in the Districts Travelling site. Question 10: How 
do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general and 
affordable needs? HHVS agree that provision for elderly accommodation must be made. To ensure such persons 
maintain the maximum freedom and movement to fully engage within the community, it is necessary to ensure that 
such developments are built as close as possible to town centres and are most accessible. Question 11: Do you have a 
view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of 
life and our sense of place and community? HHVS fully support a heritage protection strategy but comment that this 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1016 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

sits at odds with the increase of infrastructure. In addition to the list of assets identified, we consider deeper 
consideration of the Historic and Unique Landscape of the Chilterns is necessary. For example, the primary routes 
leading into Hyde Heath 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. Additionally these routes are heavily used at the peak by persons “rat running” to/from the A413. The plan 
should recognise such historic landscapes and seek to offer them greater protection. Question 12: Are you aware of 
any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important 
locally? HHVS consider that the ancient sunken lanes of Chalk Lane and Keepers Lane running south from the village 
together with the road from Weedon Hill through Pipers Wood should all be recognised as a Heritage Asset and should 
be afforded greater protection from erosion caused as a consequence of increasing traffic. We believe that Chalk Lane 
and Keepers Lane could be very simply protected by placing signs up limiting road users to cars/bikes only except for 
delivery. Equally we believe these roads should also be reserved exclusively for use by local people with signs erected 
accordingly and spot checks undertaken by Police Officers to catch offending users. 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. HHVS make no comment. Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? 
HHVS are considering whether to produce a neighbourhood plan pending adoption of the emerging plan as we feel that 
the District Council are watering down their obligations towards protecting villages such as Hyde Heath and in 
particular protecting the AONB as a whole from development. The obligation is to conserve and enhance this protected 
landscape but it appears that obligation is being set aside to meet Central Government policy. If it is the will of Central 
Government to develop on landscape they have passed legislation to protect, then it is their legal obligation to 
explicitly repeal such legislation in its entirety otherwise the legislation is vague, open to exploitation and ultimately it 
is oppressive to persons who have taken reliance on such legislation. 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 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: Do you have a 
view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7? 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 and therefore the emerging document 
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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. reduction in capacity of schools, local and regional transport, health services etc. Question 16: Do 
you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? HHVS 
feel that the Infrastructure Capacity Study is similar to the Greenbelt study, namely the emerging plan consultation is 
premature in the absence of the Infrastructure Study. Such a study will greatly inform the plan and needs to be 
consulted upon and in particular the impact on communities such as Hyde Heath as a consequence of bringing forward 
any new infrastructure to facilitate these new developments. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like 
the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or 
opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? HHVS believe Bucks County Council have 
endured a disproportionate loss of Central Government funding and the impact of this must be taken into 
consideration in the emerging plan. Its impact will be felt in cuts to schools, public services, roads maintenance, repairs 
etc. It is inconceivable given the current disrepair of roads and capacity constraints across all county council services 
that Central Government should cut Bucks funding then insist via local planning that additional housing and 
development together with the infrastructure that facilitates such development should be made available within the 
AONB and Chiltern District. Surely the cut in Central Government funding is a consideration the planning inspector has 
failed to take into account when requesting the emerging plan make further development site allocations. 
Furthermore, it is inequitable to ask Bucks and Chiltern District and in particular the AONB to adopt considerable 
infrastructure in the form of a High Speed Train then expect us to endure the additional local and regional 
infrastructure necessary to facilitate further housing development. If the emerging plan does not take the matters of 
HHVS submission into consideration, we reserve our rights. Meantime, we ask that unless the plan adopts our policy 
suggestions, we would like the local plan to bring forward policy that asks that the Levy on developers for new 
infrastructure includes specific contributions to repairing existing local roads, schools and health provision beyond 
amounts required to create the new capacity. In effect, it would be inequitable for any new development in the AONB 
to take advantage of the existing infrastructure without making a significant contribution to its current repair and 
maintenance cycle.  

Rep4169 Mrs 
Pamela 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 
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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: 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. 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 provides two new care 
home developments as well as important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, 
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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. 

Rep4170 Mrs 
Gill Bunn 

I would like to put forward my protest at the future housing developments being considered in Little Chalfont. 1) The 
Green Belt land should be to protect our green & pleasant land, not to be used as a reserve in a knee jerk reaction to 
housing needs. Whatever happened to proposals for “Brownfield Sites”? 2) Most of the surrounding land is in an Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Certain areas are already going to decimated by the proposals for HS2. 3) Already we 
have sustained the Bell Lane development and Chenies Parade. 4) We have one main road (A404) which is already 
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gridlocked at certain peak times leading to pollution & stress with commuting. Traffic has already increased in the last 
10 years that I have lived here. I now leave at 7.00 a.m instead of 7.30 a.m in order to avoid the jams. 5) Further 
pressure on school places & Support Services, which are already stretched due to Central Government cuts. 6) General 
degeneration of lifestyle in accordance with all of the above.  

available on brownfield sites. 

 

Rep4171 Mr 
Alex Smith 

I wish to register my opposition to the proposed developments along the A404 for two main reasons – Infrastucture 
and Loss Of Green Belt / AONB Infrastructure The Village is already under tremendous pressure in terms of traffic, 
places in the local schools, public transport capacity, local healthcare services etc. The Donkey Field development is not 
yet on stream, which will create another 45 homes, The Old Warehouse is also under development into flats, and this 
proposal stretches matters even further. Over the last few years, Little Chalfont has had a 12% increase in homes, 
which is excessive and is already placing an intolerable burden on local infrastructure. Allowing further development 
would exacerbate an already intolerable situation. Loss of Green Belt / AONB Given its proximity to London, Little 
Chalfont is particularly fortunate to be situated close to beautiful & unspoilt countryside. The proposals would deal a 
huge blow to the rural nature of our environment and would detract from the pleasure that residents and visitors alike 
enjoy. If this proposal is allowed to go ahead, this amenity will be lost forever and I fear that this would be the start of a 
development sprawl that would ultimately join Little Chalfont and Chorleywood. I thus strongly oppose the proposed 
development. 

  

Rep4172 Mr 
Michael James 

Question 8 - Green Belt Release The Green Belt has been designed for a specific purpose, building houses is the 
complete opposite intent. Moreover, Little Chalfont has already more than contributed towards the need for additional 
housing (253 homes near Bell Lane). Much of the local area is deemed an 'Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty', it 
makes no sense to destroy such an irreplacable asset. In fact, the village should be removed from the list of the 
Councils 'growth' strategy plans. Local services are already overwhelmed, the infrastructure simply can't cope. 
Question 17 - General Comments Please consider these comments as constructive feedback; the proposed plans simple 
create a far worse situation than intended to address. Our natural resources should be cherished and nurtered, not 
looked upon as 'fair game' for bricks & mortar.  

  

Rep4173 Mrs 
Sheena 
McCormick 

Butlers Field, Chalfont St Peter. I object to the removal of green belt and the proposed development of the Butlers Field 
site for the following reasons: 1. Butlers field is a haven for wildlife of many sorts. For example I have seen bats flying 
there, and also heard owls hooting there on many occasions. 2. Open space is a valuable resource for nature study, 
walkers, dogs and general well being. 3. Development of a site such as this would result in additional unsustainable 
pressure on infrastructure in Chalfont St Peter. There is already a very large development ongoing in the heart of the 
village (Holy Cross), and Chiltern District Council has already given consent for over 600 new houses in 2011-2014. 
Schools (including private schools) are almost at capacity. There will also be additonal pressure on resources such as GP 
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practices and parking. I therefore feel that this field should be d for special protection. The Epilepsy Centre I object to 
the further development of the Epilepsy Centre site. This site has already been partly developed with new retirement 
homes. The green belt fields belonging to the Epilepsy Centre currently form the hub of the Chalfont Saints Football 
teams, which consist of dozens of football teams for children and youths from age 7 upwards. These fields are a hive of 
activity where children from Chalfont St Peter regularly train on a weekly basis, and where matches with visiting teams 
are played every Sunday. It is critical that we retain such resources for children (and adults) to enjoy as part of an active 
and healthy lifestyle. Childhood obesity is at an all time record high, placing current and future strain on NHS. The 
benefits of sport and teamwork are well documented. If playing field resources are lost to housing developments, they 
will not be recoverable and neither will the benefits they bring to so many children. Proposed Removal of ERASC status, 
Chalfont Heights Estate The removal of this protection of the Chalfont Heights Estate, would open the estate up to 
inappropriate development. It would, over time, spoil the character of a special, peaceful and semi-rural feature of 
Chalfont St Peter. Paragraph 7.6 of the Plan asks 'communities to identify local measures to reflect the characteristics 
of local areas'. ERASC is one of these measures, so there is no sense in removing it. 

Rep4174 Mr 
Chris Honey 

There are a couple of things I would like to comment on. Chesham, as you are aware, is a narrow town, sitting in a 
valley. It is already a bottle neck at certain times of the day, particularly during rush hours and term time. Plution in 
Berkhamstead Road exceeds safety guidlines as it is. While I agree that some extra housing is needed, the numbers 
suggested seem extremely high, at around 1500. Aside from the obvious probelm of where these houses will be built, 
the extra traffic that this would result in would be horrendous. Case Point: Last week there was a set of traffic lights 
outside a building site in Red Lion Street. The resulting jams ended up being on Radio traffic reports, with staff at my 
company taking an hour and 30 minutes to get to work from Tring. That was just one day, one set of lights The river 
that runs trhough the town is dry for most of the time, mainly due to over extraction from water companies, which is 
certainly going to get worse with another 1500 houses to cater for. oddly enough, the town is known for having 
flooding issues, which is ironic given that the river stays dry. Driveways and roads have no capaicity for absorbing 
water, as you start to concrete over green areas, particulay in a valley, you are adding to the flood risk greatly. Any 
extra housing should be a good mix, not just social housing, Chesham should not be seen as a convienient place to build 
houses because no one else wants them. We still,., just, have a lovely town, albeit with a few problem areas that need 
better policing. Can I assume that we would have a full time police service if we get another 1500 homes .? There will 
be great pressuer on the green belt, and this I belive should be resisted. It is one of the great things about this town, 
wherever you look, even in the town centre, you can still see trees and fields which is very precious, and should not be 
taken lightly, Fortunately the town borders have been maintained in the great part over the years, containing the town 
and avoiding a sprawl that Aylesbury has suffered from in the lsat few years. THE CHESHAM SOCIETY have come up 
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with an idea of how the town could look in 25 years time, and I have attended a couple of meetings to that effect. 
There are a good few things that I like from this, it's a good idea to try and join the park with the town, as the brick wall 
all around St Mary's Way does chop the town in half somewhat, and increasing a green area down the high street, 
making it a nice environment to shop and relax is good. There was an illustration of a large car park with retail on the 
Waitrose Car Park site, but the retail bit maybe a problem. Having visited Havant, a town in Hampshire a similar size to 
Chesham, where a very small out of centre shopping Mall has killed the town centre stone dead, I would be concerned 
about any shopping outside of the town centre, unless done carefully so that not to separate the main shopping high 
street. Otherwise a visitor will park up, go to Next or whatever store, then not investigate the other things the town has 
to offer. I think any new building must be carefully designed and not be higher than what is in place already, the design 
should blend in well with it's surroundings. Chesham isn't going to try and compete with Alesbury, Hemel or Watford, 
the history and it's atmosphere is unique and should be retained. Finally, just to note that the last time Chesham went 
under an extensive overhaul was during the 60's and 70's. What happened to the town during that time was bordering 
on vandelism, with so many lost buildings that would be cherished today, through rash decisions, road building, and 
just a belief that old buildings were a waste of space - it's important that lessons are learned and not repeated this time 
around. 

Rep4175 
Stephen 
Allright 

I am writing to strongly object to the local plan for Chiltern and South Bucks, specifically in relation to previously 
rejected HELAA sites CD114 and CD0138. As former chairman of the Chalfont Heights Roads Committee I am fully 
aware of restrictive covenants held by myself and the vast majority of 196 households on Chalfont Heights residents 
living adjacent to these plots which state: "No existing trees nor any hedges shall be cut down or destroyed" and 
furthermore "No dwellinghouse or other buildings shall be erected otherwise than in accordance with plans and 
specifications to be submitted to and approved by the vendor's architect before the building is commenced". These 
covenants were unsuccessfully challenged in 2010 and previously in 1975 when London lawyers were consulted on the 
validity of the covenants as far as planning permission is concerned and were advised: "Negotiation with the trustees 
(of CHRC) is the only practicable course of action that is open…" If these specific plots are not removed from the local 
plan then I propose to mobilise the 200 or so households to prepare a legal action, backed by the CHRC cash reserve of 
£100,000k+ to oppose any development on these treasured fields. 

  

Rep4177 Mr 
Phil Mason 

Hello, I would like to strongly object to the plans to build on the playing fields at the bottom of Nashleigh Hill. I 
regularly take my son there as it was where I played when I was growing up. Surely there is somewhere more suitable? 
It's bad enough that you gave permission to build the hideous green farm building at the top of those fields which has 
transformed (not for the better) the view as you walk/drive out of the town back towards Nashleigh Hill. If these plans 
go ahead it will not only ruin yet more of our countryside, but it could also have a major impact on the value of the 
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houses along the Vale and the surrounding area. Please reconsider.  

Rep4178 Mrs 
Carol Flower 

To whom it may concern I am absolutely horrified to hear that you are considering building an industrial estate on 
Nashleigh Hill recreation site. This site is used by so many people, from children playing on the equipment to people 
enjoying the ability to walk through to the countryside. I live in Abbotts Vale, Chesham and I love hearing the voices of 
happy people as they use this area. What am I going to hear now - Lorries early in the morning, machinery at all times 
of day, even the weekends. Please note I would still object to this if I lived at the other end of town and my reasons are 
not personal, although it would obviously effect me more that many other residents in Chesham. What about the 
wildlife. It's not many years since the Red Kite was reintroduced and now you will be chasing them away again. We 
need to preserve our green areas not destroy them. The roads cannot cope with any more traffic. Have you ever tried 
to use Nashleigh Hill during the busy periods. I have a friend who lives in Berkhamsted and works in Amersham. To 
avoid Nashleigh Hill she comes through the back of Ashley Green and then along the Vale. This is not an option open to 
all vehicles but I am sure more people would start using it and this would make a the "rat run" even worse. Why do we 
even need more industrial sites? You only have to look on the internet to see that there are already a large number in 
Chesham that are empty. If necessary spend money improving what we already have. I would also like to voice my 
concerns regarding the consideration of redeveloping the areas around Brushwood School/Lye Green. Another 
beautiful area that is used regularly by a lot of people and the school is one of the best in the town and needs to be 
nurtured not neutralised. You've already permitted the destruction of the college (ex Cestram School). What's next, a 
retail complex in Lowndes Park?? I fully appreciate that you need to build affordable housing but it doesn't need to be a 
huge estate running beautiful countryside.  

  

Rep4179 Mr 
Giles 
Balmforth 

To Whom it may concern Whoever decided to build on Westwood Park is crazy & selfish. I totally object to this & will 
not support it. I have grown up in Little Chalfont & spent many, many happy times there playing a range of sports & 
now my 8 year old son plays for a football team there every Saturday whilst my 5 year old daughter plays in the 
playground. Both my children & I enjoy Westwood Park & the woods too. It is criminal if planning permission is 
allowed, I actually can’t believe it’s even being considered. Totally against it.  

  

Rep4181 Mrs 
Kay Hinkly 

In addition to the areas under consideration being in the Green Belt they are also part of the Chiltern Area of 
Outstanding natural Beauty. To that extent even thinking about giving them possible development status is scandalous. 
The purpose of the Green Belt is: ‘in assisting in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, check un-restricted 
urban sprawl and prevent the merger of conurbations’. I have lived in Little Chalfont for nearly forty years and have 
enjoyed the peace and tranquility that the surrounding Green Belt and ANOB affords. In that time there has been 
development, but Little Chalfont has endured a higher proportion within the Chiltern District Council area than that of 
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other communities-12.4% between 2006 and 2014 (its own figures). Further large scale development would be 
detrimental to the quality of life for those living here and the many who visit the area for its ‘peace and tranquility’. 
Building large housing and industrial estates would increase traffic flow and require ‘country lanes’ to be widened and 
altered to accommodate the increase. Measures that would drastically change the character of the area. An influx of 
new residents would require the expansion of medical and other services and the provision of more places local 
schools. If travel is required to access these facilities, it again will increase the volume of traffic. These sites are not 
suitable for accommodation for the elderly as the village centre would not be within walking distance and would again 
mean a car journey increasing the traffic flow. Parking in Little Chalfont is a severe problem. There is already 
inadequate parking for shoppers to the village and streets near the station are used by commuters and others to avoid 
paying at the station car park. This will get worse with the developments that have already been approved and are 
being built. Future developments would worsen an already acute situation. Little Chalfont Parish Council is being 
blocked by the planning department of CDC from building a much needed new community centre because the already 
developed site is within the Green Belt. If this one small area of the Green Belt is so sacrosanct, why is the council 
potentially considering releasing hundreds of acres of beautiful countryside for development? I oppose the Chiltern and 
South Bucks Local Plan proposal investigate the possibility of releasing Green Belt land around Little Chalfont for 
development as it goes against the principles of the Green Belt and ANOBs. Principles the Councils should be up holding 
not destroying. All this beggars the question ‘Are CDC all about supporting the local community?’ 

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

Rep4182 Mrs 
Alex Ayres 

Hi, I have tried to submit my comments via the website but it does not work, I keep getting an internet ‘page cannot be 
displayed message’. So please see below for my thoughts and details: My name is Mrs Alex Ayres I am a resident of 
Gerrards Cross I live at [address] I fundamentally disagree with building homes or offices on this green belt land - 47B 
bull lane for the following reasons: - the local infrastructure cannot support this – specifically roads, schools, medical 
centres - it is green belt land and should be kept that way - green spaces are essential - The A40 is over congested 
already and this would make an already bad road even worse - I know as I travel to work on it everyday - The traffic on 
bull lane is dangerous already, I cannot see how this would not become extremely dangerous with more people/cars - I 
simply cannot see why we would want this many more houses - I want to understand where these numbers have come 
from. I am happy to be contacted on via email or phone re this matter.  

  

Rep4183 Mr 
Gary Freeman 

This is an act of massive social vandalism on your part and of the council Objection to the Development of nashleigh hill 
playing fields and the surrounding areas What it would mean to the local community. • The loss of a tremendous 
amount of Greenbelt and farm land. • The loss of wildlife in the nearby woodland. The council has a duty to protect 
woodland and the wild life under the UK BIO Diversity Action Plan. • The loss of valuable, heavily used recreational 
spaces for the local populace of all the age groups to enjoy • Disruption of local footpaths and bridleways. • Loss of the 
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natural break from the other nearby communities, creating an ugly urban sprawl. • An over capacity for local schools 
and doctors. • Heavy traffic on local roads which are not suitable for the amount of housing proposed. They are always 
in a poor state of repair. • There is the danger from the overhead power cables and the phone mast to anyone living 
under or nearby to. • Due to historic mine workings the land may be unstable and dangerous to build on. • The 
LaPortes chemical company would not be a healthy environment to live near to. • More, excessive, housing would 
increase the Carbon Footprint. We urge the council not to consider building on the Greenbelt or farmland, but to utilise 
the numerous BROWNFIELD sites. These would more than meet the current housing demand . I do not agree with your 
proposed planes for industrial building on nashleigh hill playing fields This is green belt and should not be left a green 
belt. 

available on brownfield sites. 

 

Rep4184 Mr 
Krzys Lipinski 
KRL Planning 
Ltd on behalf 
of Mrs Sukhji 
Atkar Keepers 
Lane 
Management 
Co. Ltd 

Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, 
on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint 
Local Plan process? Response: No objections to the concept of “Best Fit”. However, this approach will need continuous 
monitoring to ensure that there is no undue delay in preparing the New Local Plan, due to potential conflicts between 
neighbouring authorities housing needs.There is a housing crises which has to be met. There should be no delay in 
establishing the housing needs for the two Districts and working in a pro –active manner to meeting that need through 
the Local Plan. Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included 
sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? Response: Land at Keepers 
Lane Hyde Heath identified in the HEELA as site CD0105 is available and deliverable by 2036 and will provide much 
needed assisted living for our aging population. It is considered that the council has taken the correct approach to take 
the site forward for further evaluation notwithstanding that it would have been rejected at the first stage of the HEELA 
assessment. 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? Response: No additional comment. 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. Response: Agree in principle with the proposed 
approach. Support the need to review the Green belt to meet the development needs of the two Districts. There is no 
longer sufficient space within existing settlement boundaries to meet all of the Districts housing and employment 
needs. 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? 
Response: The councils acknowledge that in order to meet their housing and employment needs there must be a 
realistic review of the Green Belt as well as maximising opportunities within existing settlements, but the reality is that 
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there is limited capacity within existing settlements to meet those needs. Therefore the councils will have to look at a 
combination of options including the release of green belt sites on the edges of the main settlements, such as 
Amersham and smaller settlements such as Hyde Heath. Options A and B will be undertaken as a matter of course but 
these options will deliver very few opportunities and it is what the councils have been doing historically but it is no 
longer a sustainable approach. Options C, E, I and J are the more likely to deliver the housing and employment needs 
the districts require and are supported in principle. Option I is supported because it acknowledges additional 
development around smaller settlements, which will help spread the development requirements over more 
settlements. This in turn will help the smaller settlements to become more sustainable thereby preserving and 
enhancing existing services and employment opportunities. It will also increase opportunities for local residents to stay 
in the smaller settlements. Option D places too much reliance on other neighbouring authorities to meet the needs of 
Chiltern and South Bucks. Chiltern and South Bucks should aim to meet their own needs and not rely on the duty to co-
operate. Neighbouring authorities especially neighbouring Green Belt authorities are trying to deal with the same 
problems as Chiltern and South Bucks, therefore they cannot be relied upon to meet the needs of Chiltern and South 
Bucks. Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlement/site options that could 
be part of these options? Response: See question 5 Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of 
unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? Response: Agree that most of the neighbouring Authorities will not have 
capacity to meet the unmet needs of Chiltern and South Bucks. Aylesbury Vale may have some capacity but historically 
they have been unable to deliver the existing housing allocated to that District, therefore they cannot be relied upon to 
meet the additional needs for Chiltern and South Bucks. Chiltern and South Bucks must plan to meet their own housing 
needs within their own administrative areas. Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the 
councils can meet its local affordable housing need? Response: Under the current system for the provision of 
affordable housing, the delivery of affordable housing is strongly linked to the viability of market housing schemes. The 
introduction of low thresholds in order to capture affordable housing on small sites is a disincentive to bring smaller 
sites forward, which historically has been a major source of new housing in both Chiltern and South Bucks districts. In 
order to try and meet the affordable housing needs for the Local Plan area the councils will have to maximise the 
potential delivery of market housing schemes especially on larger sites. In order to do this, the councils will need to 
look at Green Belt releases where the potential for larger scale developments are greatest. Question 9: Do you have 
any comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show people? Response: 
No additional comments. Question 10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly 
accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? Response: Site CD0105 Land at Keepers Lane 
Hyde Heath has been put forward as a Continuing Care Retirement Community. This specialist form of housing for the 
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elderly can provide specialist elderly accommodation to meet general and affordable needs. Retirement villages can be 
a valuable source of housing for the elderly which should be encouraged. Apart from providing accommodation for the 
elderly, these communities can provide other benefits such as employment opportunities for those working in or 
servicing the communities. It also increases housing options for the elderly which can encourage the elderly to move 
out of existing family houses, which tends to be older and underutilised housing stock, thereby increasing the 
availability of family housing for both affordable and general housing needs. Question 11: Do you have a view on the 
Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our 
sense of place and community? Response: No additional comments. Question 12: Are you aware of any currently 
unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important locally? 
Response: No additional comments. 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. Response: no additional comments 
Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? Response: No additional comments. Question 15: Do 
you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7. Response: No additional comments. Question 16: Do 
you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? 
Response: If Chiltern and South Bucks choose to introduce CIL care should be taken to ensure that CIL levels are not set 
at such high levels that CIL prevents development coming forward. If development does not come forward then CIL 
receipts will not be sufficient to provide infrastructure provision. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would 
like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or 
opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? 

Rep4185 Dr 
Helen Cockle 

I write this as a former resident of Little Chalfont for 23 years (1978-2001) and now a resident of the west side of 
Chorleywood that was formerly in the CDC area. I note that there is an obligation on district councils to co-operate with 
neighbouring councils. I wonder to what extent Three Rivers District Council has been kept informed and whether there 
has been an effort to inform residents of neighbouring areas who will be affected by the CDC Local Plan. It has come to 
my attention only through the kindness of a friend who lives in Lt. Chalfont. The aspects of this plan that concern me 
are: Fundamental encroachment on land designated as Green Belt or/and AONB. Local authorities are legally required 
to have regard to the purposes of AONBs; Chiltern District is an area of beauty that will be threatened by developments 
on the scale proposed. Disproportionate potential increases in development in Lt Chalfont as compared with 
Amersham and Chesham, all the more damaging given that Lt Chalfont has already taken a greater share of recent 
development than, e.g. Amersham and Chesham. The impact on local infrastructure for development on the scale 
defined in the Plan, in particular provision of school places, health care, library and leisure facilities, traffic and roads, 
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parking, waste removal. The local authority surely has a duty to *current* residents to provide and maintain adequate 
infrastructure, infrastructure that will not be able to cope with greater development. The local plan will change 
completely and irrevocably the character of Lt Chalfont. 

Rep4186 Mr 
Richard 
Hartshorne 

I wish to register my objections to the proposals to use established Green Belt land for the purposes of housing and 
commercial development on the following grounds. The Green Belt was created to prevent urban development and 
this protection should be vigorously upheld. 1. The land around Little Chalfont is in an Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty which provides an important amenity to residents and wildlife. Development of housing and trading estates 
would destroy this valuable asset and overload already stretched local amenities. A huge increase in fast traffic now 
exists in Elizabeth Avenue following the construction of 253 dwellings on the former Ercol site in Bell Lane, and similar 
developments in the area would create further unwanted traffic flow and parking issues. I am also concerned that 
health care, schools, water and waste management would need to be expanded. 2. I understand that Little Chalfont has 
has taken 12,4% of new housing in recent years, which is considerably more than neighbouring areas. The population 
of the UK is expanding at an unprecedented rate, but Little Chalfont should not be pressured into accepting an unfair 
share of housing and commercial development. I trust my views will be taken into account when your department 
consider all the facts.  

 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. 

Rep4187 Miss 
Louise Dunton 

Nashleigh Hill/Vale Road proposal I am writing to express my concerns over the proposed industrial area on the above 
site as mentioned in the 2014-2036 Chiltern & South Bucks Local plan initial consultation document. My 
feedback/views are as follows: Noise If Industrial units are built on this site the noise will be a nuisance and if 24hr 
working is allowed it could be unbearable for many of the local residents. At present, when people walk along the fields 
with dogs, or families are playing you can hear the children playing and dogs barking and that is from several streets 
away, this however is a lovely sound to hear but imagine the noise with large lorries going backwards and forward and 
other vehicles. As well as people taking breaks etc at all hours of the day. As we are in a valley the sound really echoes 
around the area. Industrial units I don't understand why you feel you need more industrial units when we have many 
standing empty. When we did have some units in another part of Chesham they were standing empty for a long time 
and have now been made into flats. I don't feel Chesham is really a town that needs further industrial units. Traffic 
Traffic would also be an issue especially if lorries and larger vehicles have to drive along Vale Road, it is not wide 
enough at times for the vehicles travelling along this road now. The road has pot holes already, heavy vehicles 
travelling along a road not suitable will cause even further damage to the road and inconvenience to other road users. 
Also if the building of industrial area goes further along the Vale, which it looks like it does, this road is definitely not 
suitable for numerous lorries or larger vehicles on a daily basis. Pollution Pollution from the industrial units would not 
be good for any of the local residents or the local wildlife. Environment Currently the area is home for many forms of 
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wildlife from badgers to mice and rabbits to Red Kites. Currently there are many birds nesting in the trees and we see 
them settling in for the evening which is a beautiful sight and very relaxing after a hard day at work. If this plan became 
reality their habitat would be totally ruined for both the wildlife and those who like to walk in the area. Many people 
either go for walks or take their dogs on regular daily/twice daily walks in the area. If this green space was eradicated 
there is no other green space for local people in the area and would affect many. Children's play area The children's 
play area on Nashleigh Hill would be removed. There are a lack of places for children to play as it is without removing 
what we have. House values The area is known for its beauty and everyone that comes to visit, including estate agents 
have said what a wonderful location and what a beautiful view. If this plan was to take effect, this would lost and all 
residents in this area of Chesham would have the value of their home slashed. Please leave our green belt land as it is - 
Green Belt. Hope these comments help with your consultation. 

Rep4188 Mrs 
Watsham 

I am extremely concerned about this proposed development. This level of development would seriously affect existing 
residents in terms of access to schools, medical centres, roads etc. I cannot see how what we have can support such a 
development without totally transforming life in the area and even with significant infrastructure investments and 
improvements, the proposed development would ruin the feel of Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter. My children 
cycle to school along roads that are already filled with potholes, without pavements in places, and I am concerned that 
any increase in traffic will make their travel to school more dangerous, quite apart from the problems that the local 
schools already have in servicing their communities. Q1 & 2 - I cannot agree with the figures in the local plan document 
- how can this be the case? I am referring to the needs assessment (HEDNA) and the availability assessment (HELAA). 
Q3 What other new sites not in HELAA are proposed? Q5 Option A had 56% of votes Q6 There are a number of reasons 
to reject this: Parcel 47b I would agree with ARUP's reasons for objections Parcel 57a is IN A FLOOD PLAIN, and joins 
Gerrards Cross to Chalfont St Peter - towns are not supposed to merge into each other Parcel 69 was also rejected by 
ARUP - I agree with their reasons Q16 Yes to community infrastructure levy I could go on at length about the problems 
that I foresee with the proposed development, the negative impact on the area etc. Please put a stop to this planned 
development. 

  

Rep4189 Mrs 
Lisa Horne 

 Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan - Initial Consultation I have been a resident at the above address since 2008. I fully 
understand that Chiltern District Council is required to find new homes for the South Bucks and Chiltern areas, and I am 
not against the inevitable residential development in the area. However, I feel that any new homes could best be built 
on infill land or on existing non-Green Belt land with proper planning and efficient, targeted use of land parcels. 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 around Little Chalfont in any way. I understand the 
Green Belt was supposed to be a permanent creation to prevent urban sprawl; most definitely not a land bank for use 
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when more houses are needed. It is the responsibility of Chiltern Council, our local government, to maintain and 
enhance the Green Belt, not to come up with ways to reduce, remove and exploit it. Furthermore, any unmet housing 
need 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. This harm to the 
Green Belt will be seen economically, socially and environmentally, and includes: • loss of scope for rural businesses • 
traffic queues and wasted time • increased pressure on the urban infrastructure • over-stretching local services, 
amenities and infrastructure • 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 • reduced close by outdoor recreational space • loss of 
community amenity • loss of open landscape and tranquility • loss of biodiversity and habitat for wildlife • loss of 
environmental asset to counter Global Warming, pollution of the air and water • loss of green infrastructure and 
wildlife corridors directly affecting flora and fauna • 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, appears to be 
beyond the comprehension of the majority of local people and most definitely demonstrates a lack of appreciation of 
the holistic functioning of it. By eroding areas based on subjective criteria, you will damage or destroy the integrity of 
the whole. 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: • There are already 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. A situation that can only be made worse if the village becomes a main centre for development. 
• 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. It is quite often difficult to get on to some trains let alone 
find a seat already. • 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. In particular, the roads surrounding the areas marked for development are, in places, 
single track country roads. . 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. Both Primary and Secondary Schools are already over-subscribed. . 
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. The area towards Chenies Manor has a heavily used right of 
way which attracts many visitors; why one of the most beautiful areas in the locality, home to ancient woodlands and 
footpaths, would be targeted as appropriate for an industrial site is something of a mystery to me! This is 
notwithstanding the issue of such building creating problems with drainage and run-off. Much of the areas of Green 
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Belt that are proposed to be released are also designated as being Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. I 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 immune to development. AONBs have significant landscape value and they are supposed to conserve and 
enhance the natural beauty of the area. In conclusion, 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. Eroding the existing Green Belt would be disastrous for Little Chalfont and the 
surrounding area’s (as any major development will surely have a knock on effect onto Chorleywood and neighbouring 
villages) and completely destroy its character. I trust that you will take the above into full consideration, along with the 
views of the many residents who attended the public meetings held. Please listen to the community you are supposed 
to serve and reconsider your plans for Little Chalfont. 

Rep4190 Mr 
John 
Makepeace 
Rep4191 Mrs 
Margaret 
Makepeace 

In general I disagree with any proposal to surrender any part of the green belt for development. I am therefore 
opposed to the proposals that would surrender green belt land. A) along the A40 at the south west corner of the village 
B) on the northern part of the site of the Centre for Epilepsy C) along the A413 I would, however, support further re-
development of the souther part of the site of the Cetnre for Epliepsy for new housing and shed associated with past 
and remainging residents of the C for E. Most of that new houising should be in the form of sheltered housing or care 
homes in a style that blends in with local housing and is not in the form of buildings that suggest an institutional 
purpose. My general opposition to surrendr of green belt land rests on my concern that the creep of development 
outwards into the green belt will result in the loss of clear separation between villages and the merging of villages in 
continuous built up areas. This would be at the expense of rural green landscapes which provide a valued quality to our 
daily lives. I disagree with any development on land subject to flooding. I a therefore opposed to proposals that would 
result in the development of Mill Meadow. Apart from the specific flooding threat posed to development on such an 
area the reduction in surface drainage would transfer the risk of flooding to areas adjoining the flood plain. A short 
term initiative to increase housing by building on a flood plain would not provide the settled long term aim of new 
homes. I disagree with any proposal to release a strip of green belt land along the A413 for industrial use and indeed 
for housing or retail use. Such development would impact the beautiful view currently available up the valley of the 
Misbourne. With respect specifically to Questions 2 and 3 of the Consultation Document I do not believe the current 
proposals should exclude alternativews that could address the need for additional housing and high qualty jobs. The 
following initiatives/alternatives should be included in the plan. First, I would like to see condiseration given to the use 
of the Holy Cross site for housing. This large site in the cntre of the village is surrounded by housing and its 
development for additional housing would not change the character of the village nor put at risk the long term furture 
of Chalfont St Peter as a separate village. I would like also to see consideration given to the re-development of the 
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Market St frontage in conjunction with the cessation of on-road parking in Market Place and the High Street. I belive 
the plan should include proposals for the re-development of the area behind and north of Market Place, for example 
Churchfield Road and the builders yard at the southern end of the The Vale. This area is currently an ad hoc ugly sprawl 
of offices and business unites that make poor use of the land within the village and impact adverely on the fre flow of 
traffic on The Vale. Re-development of the area would provide land for replacement offices, housing, the expansion of 
CSP school building and the provision of a playing field adjoining the school. The plan should include proposals for the 
redevelopment of the business unit sites in Grove Lane. These are out of character with the residential areas within 
which they currently sit and would be better used as sites for new housing. The plan should include proposals for the 
re-development of the residential and shopping precinct in the High Street that faces St Peters church. This is an ugly 
blot in the centre of the village the does not make good use of the land and needs to be replaced with buildings more 
sympathetic to the wider character of the village. I would like to see the current parking spaces replaced with a village 
garden area surrounded by low level flats for starter homes. 

Rep4192 Mr 
Tom Rice 
Barton 
Wilmore on 
behalf of Mr 
Mark 
Fitzgerald 
Taylor 
Wimpey 

CHIL TERN AND SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN 2014-2036 INITIAL (REGULATION 18) CONSULTATION INCORPORATING 
ISSUES AND OPTIONS REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF TAYLOR WIMPEY (Southern Counties) HEELA Reference: 
C00083 and C00157 We write on behalf of our client, Taylor Wimpey (Southern Counties), in response to the above 
consultation. Taylor Wimpey has an interest in Land Northeast of Amersham as shown on the enclosed site plan. 
Overall housing need and dealing with unmet need (Questions 1 and 7) Taylor Wimpey notes the positive cooperation 
undertaken between the authorities to prepare assessments of Objectively Assessed Needs (OAN). This is a good 
indication of their commitment to the Duty to Cooperate and the preparation of positively prepared plans. However, 
we have some concerns about issues identified in the consultation document as set out below. Overall housing need 
Barton Willmore has undertaken a review of the draft Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs 
Assessment (HEDNA) and has some concerns about the methodology: • The assessment makes no adjustment to 
alleviate the household formation suppression inherent in the 2012 based CLG household projections for the 25 to 34 
and 35 to 44 age groups. An adjustment to the starting point estimate of OAN for both Chiltern and South Bucks to 
alleviate this suppression would result in a significant increase to the OAN starting point (242 dpa in Chiltern and 336 
dpa in South Bucks). The starting point estimate of DAN (the 2012-based CLG household projection) is underpinned by 
very low assumptions of net international migration to the UK. Demographic-led DAN of 242 dpa in Chiltern and 336 
dpa in South Bucks is considered to be the very minimum due to this and the suppression in household formation 
identified above. • Adjustment for low net international migration and suppressed household formation would have 
the potential to significantly increase demographic-led DAN for Chiltern and South Bucks. • The assessment's 
adjustment for market signals is considered reasonable. However this should be applied to the demographic-led need 
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as evidenced by the Eastleigh Local Plan decision referred to in the HEDNA, or at the very least the starting point 
estimate (2012-based CLG projection). This would increase demographic-led OAN to a minimum of 290 dpa in Chiltern 
and 403 in South Bucks. • The HEDNA's adjustment for job growth does not go far enough. The HEDNA uses a 'full-time 
equivalent' measure of job growth. When compared with 'workforce jobs' the FTE is much lower, resulting in the Bucks 
HEDNA determining a much lower economic-led OAN for the joint area. This is considered to underestimate OAN based 
on jobs growth. • In addition the HEDNA uses Oxford Economics and Experian Economics jobs growth forecasts. It is 
considered that Cambridge Econometrics forecasts should also be obtained in line wit~ the triangulated method which 
found favour with the Local Plan Inspector in South Worcestershire If these issues are addressed it is considered the 
OAN for Chiltern (330 dpa) and South Bucks (353 dpa) established in the HEDNA could be significantly higher than has 
been established by DRS. Relationship with Berkshire Taylor Wimpey notes that South Buckinghamshire lies within two 
Housing Market Areas: a Central Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area and a Berkshire Housing Market Area. There 
are currently two different OAN figures for South Bucks District because of this: • 355 Dwellings per annum - Draft 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA (January 2016) • 376 Dwellings per annum - Draft Berkshire SHMA (January) It is important 
that further work is undertaken to establish the extent of the OAN from the Berkshire SHMA since it will inevitably 
cause confusion and delay if this issue is not tackled early on in the plan making process. Since both the 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA and the Berkshire SHMA are in draft format, there is an opportunity for the both documents 
to be harmonised before a final draft is published. The NPPF states at paragraph 181 that: "Cooperation should be a 
continuous process of engagement from initial thinking through to implementation, resulting in a final position where 
plans are in place to provide the land and infrastructure necessary to support current and projected future levels of 
development" (Our emphasis) Although this does not appear to have a direct impact on OAHN in Chiltern where our 
client has an interest, it is important to the Plan. Therefore we consider that further work needs to be undertaken, 
through the Duty to Co-operate process, to understand the housing needs of South Bucks District before the Local Plan 
progresses towards adoption. Relationship with Aylesbury Vale Our client is aware of the constraints facing Chiltern 
and South Bucks districts as a result of the Green Belt and AONB. We note that Chiltern and South Bucks districts have 
made submissions to the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Issues and Options consultation to explore the scope for 7,500 
dwellings and supporting employment needs from Chiltern/South Bucks to be planned for within Aylesbury Vale. In our 
view it is premature to identify a significant unmet housing need of 7,500 dwellings, prior to the finalisation of the 
Green Belt Assessment and HELAA, which will help to establish the capacity for future development within Chiltern and 
South Bucks districts. Relationship with London Our client would also like to highlight that Chiltern & South Bucks 
Districts should be considering unmet needs that may arise from London boroughs. In a letter dated 27th January, 
Brandon Lewis (Minister of State for Housing and Planning) wrote to the Mayor of London, in regards to the 'Further 
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Alterations to the London Plan', stating that authorities outside London face their own issues and challenges in meeting 
their own needs, which may impact on their ability to accommodate any of London's unmet housing needs. However in 
a recent report published by the London Assembly titled 'Up or Out: A false choice - Options for London's Growth' 
(January 2016), there are calls for the next London Mayor to open a dialogue with councils around the capital in case 
efforts to boost housing supply with the city's boundaries do not meet housing demand. This report makes reference to 
the Inspector's Report into the 'Further Alterations to the London Plan' recommending that the Mayor should engage 
local planning authorities beyond the Greater London Authority's boundaries in discussions regarding accommodating 
sufficient numbers of new homes. Given South Bucks and Chiltern's acknowledgement at paragraph 2.3c of the 
consultation document that there are "strong market relationships between Chiltern/South Bucks and London", we 
would expect the plan to proactively respond to this challenge. Summary on overall need Taylor Wimpey feels that 
Chiltern and South Bucks Districts should make every effort to meeting the full OAN within their existing administrative 
boundaries. We are encouraged that both districts consider that there are exceptional circumstances to review the 
Green Belt however they must use this review to bring forward a sufficient amount of sites to ensure that they have 
the best opportunity in meeting the full OAN for both districts. Comments on the HEELA (Question 2) The draft HEELA 
concludes that parcels CD0083 and CD0157 are unsuitable and unachievable, despite the site being carried forward as 
an option for a built area extension to Amersham. We support the site's inclusion as an option to be considered, but 
disagree with the conclusion of the HEELA. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) on undertaking such studies states 
that a site's assessment should be based on its suitability, availability and achievabilityl. Our response is based on these 
three criteria, which are also used by the HEELA. Suitability Taylor Wimpey disagrees with the HEELA's conclusion that 
this site is 'unsuitable'. The document's reasons for discounting the site are unclear: 1 PPG, Paragraphs 19 to 23, 
"Housing and economic land availability assessment" "As the site not suitable as it is in agricultural use it is not 
considered previously developed and therefore redevelopment would not comply with the NPPF" (HEELA, Page 52) We 
assume this is based on the site being within the Green Belt, although clarity on this issue is sought. If this is not a 
reference to the site's green belt designation, then the justification for being unsuitable would be incorrect. However, 
working on the assumption that this is a Green Belt justification, then we would still question this conclusion. When 
assessing suitability, it is correct that the assessment should have regard to national policy - in this instance policies 
relating to Green Belt and the AONB. However, there is also a regard to be had to 'market and industry requirements in 
that housing market area or functional economic market area' (paragraph 19 - PPG). In Chiltern, the Green Belt and 
AONB cover an extensive area of the district and, as already highlighted above, there is an OAN of at least 330dpa. 
Given this level of need and the extent of the constraint, it is our client's view that the simplistic conclusion that the site 
is unsuitable is in not consistent with the PPG. This is particularly true given that the Councils are undertaking a review 
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of the Green Belt with the view of removing sites from within it. Green Belt The Site has been assessed as part of the 
Buckinghamshire Green Belt Study as parcel 22b. Unfortunately the assessment does not provide justification for its 
scoring of the site against the five purposes of the green belt, and the scoring appears arbitrary. On this baSis we have 
provided a brief commentary on how the site contributes to the purposes of the Green Belt as identified in the study: 
1) Purpose 1: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. The site is currently scored as 3+, meaning that it 
is connected to a large built up area and is predominantly bordered by features lacking durability or permanence. This 
is an incorrect conclusion on the site's boundaries. For example the site is bordered by built development to the south 
and the west, while the north and east of the site are bordered by the (above ground) Metropolitan Line to Chesham, 
and a mature tree line. The Metropolitan Line has been open since 1889. The suggestion that these boundaries are not 
permanent should therefore be revised, and the site scored as 3 - showing the land is predominantly bordered by 
prominent, permanent and consistent boundary features. 2) Purpose 2: To prevent neighbouring towns from merging 
We support the study's conclusion that this is a 'less essential gap' between non-Green Belt settlements, which is of 
sufficient scale and character that development is unlikely to cause merging between settlements or affect gaps 
between Green Belt and non-Green Belt settlements. 3) Purpose 3: Assist in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment Taylor Wimpey contest that this site possess a strong unspoilt rural character since the Metropolitan 
Line running to the north and the east provides a strong urbanising and defensible boundary to the edge of the site. 4) 
Purpose 4: to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns We agree with the conclusion that this site 
makes no contribution to the setting of a historic core. In summary, we do not think sufficient consideration has been 
given in this study to the effect of the Metropolitan Line running to the north and the east of the site. The study should 
be updated to reflect this urbanising and permanent influence. AONB We consider that development of the Site can 
demonstrate the three exceptional circumstances set out in paragraph 116 in NPPF: • the need for the development, 
including in terms of any national considerations, and the impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the local economy 
- There are both nationally and locally recognised housing needs. This issue is compounded if unmet need from London 
is also considered as part of the plan. • the cost of, and scope for, developing elsewhere outside the designated area, 
or meeting the need for it in some other way - It is noted that apart from exiting built-up settlements, most of the 
Chiltern District lies within AONB. Due to the very limited land outside AONB, the Council will have to permit houses on 
greenfield land and will need to accommodate development within the AONB in order to meet the full OAN. • any 
detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and recreational opportunities, and the extent to which that 
could be moderated - The development of the Site will provide opportunities to create recreational uses as part of the 
Site. These will positively contribute to the environment, the landscape and recreational opportunities. We therefore 
consider that there are exceptional circumstances to support the need for housing within the AONB. Connectivity 
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Amersham is a sustainable settlement with excellent connections to both its locality and London, with which it shares a 
strong housing market relationship. Trains from Amersham run three times an hour in peak and twice an hour off peak 
into Marylebone (40 minute journey), and twice an hour into Aylesbury (30 minute). The station also offers London 
Metropolitan Line services into the heart of the city (50 minutes to Baker Street). Amersham Station is around an 8 
minute cycle / 20 minute walk from the site. The site is also well connected to the local bus network with stops on New 
Road (less than 5 minutes' walk) providing hourly services between Whelpley Hill and Little Chalfront, where 
passengers can board the Metropolitan Line. Local services Amersham town centre is clustered around its station, 
which as referenced above is around a 20 minute walk / 8 minute cycle ride from the site. The town centre offers a 
variety of convenience and comparison retail. Residents of this site will therefore be able to meet their day to day 
needs without reliance on the private car. Other constraints There are no other known constraints which would 
indicate the site is unsuitable. Availability The draft HELAA acknowledges that the site is available as 'the land owner is 
actively promoting the site'. Taylor Wimpey supports this conclusion. Achievability The site is also considered 
unachievable by the HEELA. There is no explicit reason for this, but we assume this is due to the Councils' conclusion 
that the site is unsuitable. For the reasons set out above we do not agree with this conclusion and argue that the site is 
achievable. Comments on the overall strategy and options (Questions 5 and 6) Taylor Wimpey is encouraged that given 
the overall levels of need and limited scope for development to meet that need, that both Councils consider that there 
are exceptional circumstances to undertake a Green Belt review. We consider this is essential as there is a clear housing 
need which will not be achieved by simply bringing forth brownfield sites. On this basis, our client considers that there 
is a need to bring forward sustainable housing sites within the Green Belt and AONB, as well as brownfield sites, to 
ensure that the both districts are able to meet the full OAN. We therefore consider that the districts should be pursuing 
a combination of options (as listed on pages 12 to 14 of the emerging C&SBLP) to ensure that they are able to meet this 
full OAN. As we have set out above, we consider that 'Land at Quill Harm Farm, North of Amersham' is a sustainable 
location for development which currently makes limited contributions to the green belt. We trust that the above 
representations are helpful to you and await confirmation of their receipt. In the meantime, should the Council have 
any queries or require any further clarification on the above matters, please contact me on the details above.  

Rep4193 Mr 
Ian Dodwell 

 I have read the above and would comment as follows: Development needs in Chiltern and South Bucks District to 
20136 Q1: I am not qualified to comment on the data provided.What is clear is that the construction process of HS2 will 
radically impact on the area for the forthcoming decade and impose stresses which are hard to predict; it will also 
throw up opportunities which must be addressed. Development opportunities Q2 and Q3: Again I am not qualified to 
comment; as stated HS2 may well throw up sites and opportunities which are not currently apparant. Plan vision and 
objectives Q4 I agree with the approach ; I do not agree that a new service area is needed between the M40 and M4 
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which would inevitably consume a considerable land area. There is a major service area at Beaconsfield and Reading. It 
might be deemed appropriate to sign service facilities close to the highway at Marlow. Spatial strategy options Option 
A: agreed but high rise is inappropriate Option B:Agree Option C:Agree Option D:Agree Option E:Agree but extensions 
essentially residential areas should be appropriate in terms of land use; it would be inappropriate to meke settlements 
such as Prestwood multi functional with industrial or commercial uses more appropriate to town centres Option 
F:Removing settlements from the green belt is contentious; settlements such as South Heath are essentially residential 
ribbon development compatible with the surrounding agricultural landscape; they could be enlarged by in filling but 
significant erosion of the green belt would be inappropriate given the large and disruptive development proposed by 
HS2, the impact of which is pure conjecture Option G:Agree; development of the Epilepsy Center was a missed 
opportunity Option H: Agree but define limited Option I:Agree OptionJ: Development close to stations is plainly of 
interest but there is a danger of smallscale satellite schemes emerging which dwarf the locations and do not conform 
with the character of the area; examplkes exist in Rickmansworth and Amersham. These transport points are of 
tremendous importance to the area and support great numbers of jobs in London and wealth in the area from 
commuters. The transport network is inefficient and rail services provided by Chiltern Rail and London Underground 
relatively poor; they have deteriorated rather than improved over recent years and are now expensive. Major 
commercial development would provide quick gains to land owners but a poor return to the community; it would 
exacerbate traffic problems at peak hours. Option K: It is important that employment generating uses are 
accommodated but these should be focused and concentrated in areas which are properly served by highways and 
other infrastructure. there is a real danger of fragmented development in ribbon sites such as along the B485 at Hyde 
End where earlier agricultural or forestry uses have been exploited by inappropriate uses. Option L: Agree Q5: A 
combination of the above Q6: See above Options for meeting development needs outside of the joint local plan area 
Q7: No Green Belt assessment No comment Affordable housing Q8: The long term answer to affordable housing is to 
increase the supply of housing by granting consents wherever possible compatible with the provisiion of infrastructure, 
schools etc. Specialist housing needs Q9 HS2 surplus land may throw up options Older peoples accomodation Q10: This 
form of accomodation must be close to facilities such as shops and doctors and implies a town centre location or close 
by. Funding can only be via S 106 agreements Heritage Strategy Q11:The regions towns, villages and countryside are it's 
greatest heriage assets which must be fostered and protected. Q12-14: No General comments 1. HS2 is an unknown 
quantity; it will introduce great employment and workers short term and cause considerable disruption; the plan is 
being introduced at the same time as the largets civil engineering project in Europe i 2.Recent history indicates that 
town centres and especially retail uses will be under pressure from e commerce. Many retailers will disappear and 
those remaining will resist high rents and rates. To be successful town centres will have to offer a variety of choices and 
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be easily accessed, possibly induced by free parking; Out of town may suffer too. 3. Transport is a mess; rail services are 
poor and expensive; buses almost non existent, Provision for cars, possibly electric and or driverless must be 
considered and the motorist seen as an opportunity spender not a tax opportunity. Roads are currently a disgrace. 4. 
Industry must not be allowed to evolve in inappropriate rural area; enforcvement powers must be vigorous. 5.Rural 
communities have suffered from shoip and post office closures along with pubs and restaurants. They should be helped 
as far as possible to provide the focus for development in settlements. 6. there is a real need for more community 
facilities and especially schools to avoid post code lotteries and children being sent miles for an education. The 
grammar schools are a pull but should as far as possible be maintained for local people rather than education migrants 
You have a challenging job...good luck! 

Rep4194 Mr 
Malcolm 
Fitzpatrick 

Quill Hall Farm - Ranns Industrial Site (areas 22a and 22b of the Green Belt Assessment part1) have been included for 
testing in the next stage of the Joint Local Plan, despite being part of the Green Belt and an Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. This area of land forms important wildlife corridors between a number of woodland areas, including Market 
Reading Wood and Stubbs Wood. It is vital to wildlife that these hedgerows are present in the arable fields, forming 
further wildlife corridors and habitats. Numerous bird species, bats and small mammals are often seen in this area. 
Willow Pond adjacent to Quill Hall Farm is a wildlife haven and an important frog spawning site. Further investigation 
may reveal the presence of greater crested newts, a protected species. It is an important area for the local community 
and, as a frequent walker, I can testify to the many generations that enjoy this area for walking, running, cycling, 
wildlife spotting and savouring the idyllic countryside. To blight this area with further urban development would be 
detrimental to the many wildlife species, the local community and those who travel from further afield to appreciate 
the wonder of the Chilterns. 

  

Rep4195 Mr 
David Wooster 

Land to the north of Long Bottom Lane, Jordans Promotion based on the redevelopment of land identified to 
accommodate 7-9 detached dwellings Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in 
relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? It 
is understood that the HELAA will be updated and published at each local plan stage and/or annually to understand 
‘supply’ opportunities and to test whether they can be delivered within the Plan period. It is important that the HELAA 
identifies and acknowledges an appropriate windfall calculation which reflects the historically significant role that this 
source of housing has played in the housing market area over time. The importance of smaller sites of say 5-10 
dwellings should be encouraged and supported. This scale of site are often the most readily deliverable as they require 
less supporting infrastructure. In addition, such sites are often located within existing built up areas rather than on the 
edge of settlements further away from services and facilities. The Government has also recently proposed a range of 
changes to the planning system to help small and medium-sized housebuilders and in turn boost the delivery of new 
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homes and the economy. Proposed changes to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) have been announced 
including a presumption in favour of smaller sites, and a requirement for councils to have a positive policy on windfall 
applications. Therefore, looking forward over the plan period the Councils should ensure enough flexibility for windfall 
sites to come forward. A greater number of smaller sites over the plan period reduces the risk of sites not being 
delivered on time. The plan will need to reflect the above mentioned forthcoming changes in national policy in order to 
be considered ‘sound’ in compliance with paragraph 182 of the NPPF – ‘consistent with national policy’. The site to the 
north of Long Bottom Lane, Jordans is one such site which meets all the deliverability tests set out in the NPPF and can 
deliver 5-9 dwellings in a sustainable location. Question 5: What spatial strategy options 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? Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific 
settlements/site options that could be part of these options? The below responds to both Questions 5 & 6 Spatial 
Strategy Option F is strongly supported which proposes 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. Particular support is given to removing Jordans from the Green Belt. Jordans is a particularly 
sustainable settlement as it is served by Seer Green and Jordans railway station (Chiltern Line – 30 minutes to London 
Marylebone and 8 minutes to High Wycombe). The very close proximity of Jordans to Beaconsfield (c.2miles) also 
means that residents do not have to travel far to access a wide range of services and facilities. By removing Jordans 
from the Green Belt will better enable a number of small sites to come forward for development. Such development 
will be of great benefit to the settlement bringing in new people which will help to ensure the future viability of local 
services and facilities. Support is also given to Option H which would review the scope for allowing limited development 
within villages and generally built up frontages within the Green Belt. A more flexible approach is clearly required here 
as the constraining nature of current policy has been to the detriment of a number of villages who have witnessed a 
decline in services and facilities, due to static or declining local populations. Such a policy should encourage sites of up 
to 10 dwellings to come forward in Green Belt settlements. We also support Option J which would be in addition to 
other options and allow additional sustainable growth options in built up areas and/or in the Green Belt close to train 
stations – Chesham, Great Missenden, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Seer Green and Jordans, Iver and Taplow. However, 
Jordans should also be included on this list, if it is not already via proximity to Seer Green and Jordans station, as the 
station relates as much to the village of Jordans as it does to Seer Green. The station is some 400 meters from 
Longbottom Lane. Allowing more small scale developments within existing Green Belt settlements will result in a 
strategy which impacts far less on the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. Small scale appropriately sited and 
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designed development in villages such as Jordans, will be an evidently more sustainable option than some of the ‘Built 
Area Extension Options’ being considered for areas such as Little Chalfont. The capacity for Green Belt settlements to 
accommodate development should be maximised in order to protect the scale of development needed elsewhere in 
open countryside where the impact upon the openness of the Green Belt is far greater. Question 15: Do you have a 
view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7 (Development management policies)? It is agreed that the 
Council's development management policies require review in order to make them consistent with the NPPF and NPPG 
and in line with the emerging Joint Local Plan policy approach. Comments on specific proposed policies are shown 
below: Settlement Hierarchy As discussed above it is considered that due to a number of factors Jordans should be 
defined as a sustainable settlement excluded from the Green Belt, of the same standing as Seer Green to which it is 
closely related. It is currently unintelligible to have two similar settlements so close together with different policy 
approaches operating for consideration of development proposals. Development in the Green Belt As discussed above 
the village of Jordans should be removed from the Green Belt and this policy should reflect this approach. Development 
in the Green Belt should reflect NPPF policy. Infilling within Rows of Development within the Green Belt It is critical that 
this policy is developed to be consistent with paragraph 89 of the NPPF. The policy will also need to be consistent with 
forthcoming changes to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) including a presumption in favour of smaller 
sites, and a requirement for Councils to have a positive policy on windfall applications. The policy should be flexible 
enough to allow sites to realistically come forward for development within Green Belt settlements. Suggested policy 
wording is shown below: Within Green Belt settlements (as defined on the Proposals Map) suitable frontage and 
limited infill development will be encouraged for schemes of 10 dwellings or less where: - The design and layout of 
development is consistent with the local pattern of development. - The site is in a location which has good access to 
local transport networks; - The site is located within walking distance to frequent and sustainable public transport to 
serve the proposed development. The railway station is some 400 meters from Longbottom Lane.  

Rep4196 Miss 
Sandra Cowen 

Green Belt assessment - there is no question posed around this but it is exceptionally problematic if it becomes a 
precedent that Green Belt status may be removed to provide housing and industrial units on Green Belt land, 
particularly within areas of outstanding natural beauty. Once built upon these habitats for wildlife are lost forever, 
access to the green spaces that our communities and particularly children so need becomes more difficult, and the very 
reason for enjoying living in this area becomes diluted. I would like to urge councillors in the strongest terms to step 
back from removing Green Belt status in areas of outstanding natural beauty as this is the heritage we would wish to 
pass on to future generations unspoilt by massive development - mentioning specifically the views and bluebells woods 
of the Chess Valley for example. Regarding Q8. Affordable housing should be a part of every development, and the 
developers should swallow the cost of including appropriate parking infrastructure (eg below ground or at ground level 

  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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beneath housing or industrial units). Where possible building should be multistorey in otder to maximise in living and 
working accommodation with a smaller footprint, and each space should maximise possible gardens and minimise hard 
landscaping in order to ensure there is land available for absorbing rainfall, so that the development does not increase 
flood risk. Brownfield development should be prioritized above greenfield development. 

Rep4197 Mr 
Tony (W A H) 
Molesworth 
Secretary 
Chiltern 
Harriers AC 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the issues, scope and options to be addressed in the new Local 
Plan which sets out the two Council’s joint plans for delivery of the vision for both Districts covering the period to 2036. 
We are aware that this new Local Plan when adopted will replace Chiltern’s existing Local Plan adopted in 1997 and 
Core Strategy adopted in 2011, as well as the South Bucks Local Plan adopted in 1999 and Core Strategy also adopted in 
2011. As a sports club within the Chiltern District we support the approach taken within the New Local Plan to consider, 
updating planning policies, land use allocations and community uses to meet a variety of needs across the District, and 
local measures relevant to a Local Plan identified by local representative groups as a way of promoting and ensuring 
sustainable communities. Much like our views that were expressed in June 2013 in respect to the Council’s proposed 
Delivery Development Plan Document (DDPD), and again in March 2015 (attached as an appendix and should be 
included as evidence), with regard to the previous Local Plan Initial Consultation document, both of which have now 
been withdrawn, we would like to play a part in helping to shape the future of the District in a positive manner. Whilst 
the previous consultation in respect to your planning document, the DDPD, enabled members of the public and 
representative groups to make comment on a number of different points and policies, the consultation on the Local 
Plan document provided a different approach focusing on questions relating to visions, options, objectives, and 
planning for specific needs and other considerations. It is noted now that in the Chiltern District Council and South 
Bucks District Council Local Plan Consultation, a further set of questions relations to visions and objectives planning for 
specific needs and other considerations have been put in to cover both Districts. However, it is clear that a number of 
the points that were previously raised are still points for discussion and need to be at the forefront of the new Joint 
Local Plan in respect to the provision of Community Facilities and helping to protect the status of the sports clubs, not 
only within the Chiltern District, but within both Districts, especially where they are the only sports club of that type 
within the District. Previously we have responded to a number of questions in respect to Chiltern District Council 
visions, and whilst such questions are not raised directly in this document we would still like to reiterate a few points, 
and relate to the joint working partnership as a whole. It is clear that it should be emphasised further that both 
Council’s should do their upmost to add to the existing services and facilities that serve both Districts through the 
construction of an athletics track which can be used to serve the athletics club and more importantly the local 
communities and the Districts as a whole. Our response to the questions raised in the current Local Plan Issues and 
Options paper are: Question 4 This asks whether we agree with the approach of the Joint Local Plan Vision and 
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Objectives. Whilst the vision and objectives touches upon consideration for releasing some out-dated, poorly located 
employment space for housing/other uses, what do the Council’s believe other uses to include? Why is there no 
reference to considering improved sporting facilities within the two Districts, something which is considered important 
in avoiding increased levels of obesity? Exercise and diet have been identified as the key factors affecting 
predisposition to obesity and medical problems directly arising such as type two diabetes. The lack of capacity in 
medical facilities (hospital and GP surgeries) has been clearly identified as one of many areas of district infrastructure 
that is deficient even now. This is even more important when considered in the context of the HEDNA identified 
housing needs of 7,300 more houses in Chiltern and 7,800 in South Bucks over the Plan period. We therefore feel that 
consideration still needs to be given to the challenges faced of where to locate an appropriate site for the provision of 
an athletics track. It is felt that options should include whether there is an opportunity to form a connection with an 
existing sporting community facility such as at a Leisure Centre, or in association with a school or college. This is 
discussed in more detail later in this response. It may even be prudent to consider utilising existing public open space 
areas, where the provision of such facilities with improvements to the public open space will bring additional benefits. 
However there will be additional pressure on public open space when housing numbers inevitably increase. There is 
the potential to provide such provisions as sporting facilities within the Green Belt as these are viewed as more 
compatible with the Green Belt than say Housing or Employment sites. Question 5 This considers the need for specific 
types of development. We feel that our comments in respect to the previous questions have established that both 
Council’s should put a strong emphasis on the requirement for there to be an athletics track with the associated 
facilities within one of the two Districts. This question also enables us to provide the Council with information that 
supports our previous points. It is with this in mind, that we, Chiltern Harriers Athletics Club, the only England Athletics 
registered club within the two Districts and with a current membership of well over 500 of which about half are juniors 
(school age), consider the importance of having a Local Plan that provides focus of sporting provision and community 
facilities within one of the Districts and the need for both Council’s to support future development of such provisions 
including that of a track. Despite the Olympics having finished over three years ago, there is still the need to preserve 
the Olympic Legacy with promoting sports facilities and in particular identifying sites that give rise to being considered 
for improving their existing facilities or establishing new facilities, and in particular an athletics track with a clubhouse, 
as neither District have such a facility available to the public, and consequently the presence of one will help promote 
healthy communities. In recent years Chiltern Harriers have had an increasing number of young athletes competing at 
the highest level in regional and national events, and continue to produce many County champions and County team 
representatives. This has come from honing their talents through our Voluntary Coaches who dedicate their own time 
to help train these and the many others who attend the training sessions that the club puts on. The club is not only 
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proud to boast a membership of almost 600 members, but also that almost half of those are made up by junior 
members. Total club membership has grown from 350 in 2008 to 550 in 2016. It is anticipated that this growth will 
continue at a similar rate of 7% per annum as the population realises the benefits of running. However with local 
population statistics indicating an 11.3% growth in the 10-14 age group and 5.7% in the 15 to 19 group over the plan 
period it is predicted that membership growth will be closer to 10%. However, whilst as a club we are able to make use 
of a number of open spaces within both District’s, we have to travel further afield to find a suitable athletics track to 
provide the appropriate training facility for track and field events. Currently, the easiest track to travel to with suitable 
provisions is in fact at Watford in Hertfordshire. In Buckinghamshire there are tracks at Milton Keynes (Milton Keynes 
AC); Stoke Mandeville (Aylesbury Vale AC); and Marlow (Wycombe Phoenix AC) but they are not as accessible for a 
variety of reasons and they are associated with rival athletic clubs within the county. None are within either the 
Chiltern or South Bucks Districts. Chiltern Harriers AC continues to improve year on year in terms of results during the 
winter cross country season where the club has finished third in the last three seasons in the Chiltern League 
competing against several larger clubs who have their own track and facilities. Although we do not have a track, our 
youngsters in particular perform exceptionally well in the Youth Development League and also achieve fantastic results 
in area and national events. We intend to enter a joint men’s and women’s track and field team in 2016 in the Southern 
League. We have some 30+ athletes competing for their County. We would therefore like both Council’s to deliberate 
over the following as potential sites for such a set up as these sites are already used for sport and are community 
facilities: Amersham and Chesham are the core centres for athletes in the Chiltern Harriers AC but many come from 
outlying towns, especially The Chalfonts, but also Great Missenden and outlying villages. The Club does not draw 
athletes from South Bucks, other than perhaps Beaconsfield. Amersham-on-the-Hill There is scope, and indeed a 
current public consultation by Amersham Town Council, to improve the existing pavilion and set-up to accommodate 
an athletics track at Hervines Park playing fields. There appears that there may be a space limitation to accommodate a 
running track at this site. Utilisation and promotion of the fields associated with Amersham and Wycombe College on 
Stanley Hill for a sports facility including an athletics track should also be considered. It is important to note, that a 
recent planning permission through the Appeal process has granted planning permission for a new all-weather pitch 
with floodlights and a new clubhouse on fields associated with the College. The Inspector actually makes reference to 
wording within Paragraph 89 of the National Planning Policy Framework which sets out a number of exceptions that 
include provisions of appropriate facilities for outdoor sport and recreation, provided that development preserves the 
openness of the Green Belt and does not conflict with the purposes of the land within it. The Inspector also states that 
Chiltern District Council’s policy GB2 includes a similar exception for new buildings that provide essential facilities for 
outdoor sport within the Green Belt. Furthermore, the Inspector refers to ‘the visual impact not being substantial as 
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the sports facilities would be seen in context of, and in keeping with, the educational establishments.’ This is key in 
allocating sites for sports facilities and sets a precedent for such development opportunities. Amersham is also a highly 
sustainable location for an athletics track, as it is located on a bus route and is within walking and cycling distance of 
many parts of Amersham and which also has an underground train link to Chalfont and Latimer Station. Chesham There 
is strong local support to promote the Chesham Leisure Centre and Chesham Grammar School adjacent sites at White 
Hill as a location for a key sporting facilities. Within the overall site there is a substantial area of playing fields, some of 
which is under-utilized and could be used for an athletics track and maybe a club house. There is an added advantage 
that these fields are owned by Buckinghamshire County Council. Chesham Grammar, one of the largest employers in 
Chesham is supportive of such an initiative. Chiltern Hills Academy involves another potential link with a school, 
together with the Stags Rugby Club on the same site with sporting fields and pitches. It is already used a base by 
Chiltern Harriers for the senior athletes who train on town roads and open spaces, especially during winter months. 
Chesham Moor, with the Chesham Town Council owned outdoor pool and small leisure centre, has adjacent readily 
available fields which have potential. Chesham is also a highly sustainable location for an athletics track, and all the 
above sites are located on a bus route and are within walking and cycling distance of many parts of the town, which 
also has an underground train link to Chalfont and Latimer Station. Little Chalfont There have previously been 
references made to there being improvements made to the pavilion facilities at Westwood Park. We would like the 
Council to consider this a potential location for an athletics track for the District in association within any 
improvements proposed at the park. Again, using the above example of the recent consent for an all-weather pitch and 
clubhouse at Amersham and Wycombe College, the sites in Chesham and Little Chalfont provide the same 
opportunities with their existing uses and are also in a sustainable location. Chalfont St Giles Newland Park has long 
been established as a community facility and in particular as a local sporting venue with sports pitches. This site would 
be an ideal location for the development of an athletics track and pavilion. However it is remote from Chesham and 
Amersham, where most club athletes live, and the road access is not ideal, even though it may be upgraded when this 
site is developed. In balance it may be too far for young athletes to travel to, especially in winter months. However the 
site should still be considered. In respect to the land available at Newland Park we have seen that an application has 
been submitted, CH/2014/1964/FA, which incorporates a number of sports, but there does not appear to have been 
consideration for an athletics track. Is the application for sports facilities set in stone, because the description on the 
application is quite broad? Given that Amersham and Chalfont Hockey Club, who were interested in using the all-
weather pitches, have, as already mentioned, obtained planning permission for an all-weather pitch and clubhouse at 
the Amersham and Wycombe College on Stanley Hill, CH/2014/2274/FA, this surely now provides a good opportunity 
to incorporate an athletics track at Newland Park. When seen in conjunction with the other community sporting 
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elements on the plan, an athletics track would be a good fit and would provide an alternative activity not experienced 
in the Districts before. Chalfont St Peter Within Chalfont St Peter is the Chalfont Park Sports Association clubhouse and 
cricket pitch. There is the provision of a cricket pitch at the proposed Newland Park development and as there is no 
cricket pitch at Newland Park currently, Chalfont Cricket Club would be in a position to relocate there. This is an added 
consideration for the discussion in the item above. Having read Policy CS29 of Chiltern District Council’s Core Strategy 
we understand the Council’s stance on encouraging the provision of new community facilities, which we would 
consider to include the provision of an athletics track. We are also aware of the need to provide very special 
circumstances to address concerns that may be raised in respect to a number of the sites that have been suggested 
being in the Green Belt. However, we feel the following may provide evidence of the need for an athletics track may 
outweigh any potential harm to the Green Belt: Due to the ever increasing number of members of all ages and that as a 
club it provides a significant contribution to the life of the community; the sites being sustainably located; an athletics 
track located at a college/school would help to expand and develop their sporting teams, introduce more children to 
athletics and casual sport in general, which is something as a whole Sports England has identified as well below 
national norms in Further Education Colleges, largely due to poor facilities. We would therefore ask both Council to 
seriously consider the above sites and any other sites that may also represent a similar opportunity to provide a facility 
that is currently non-existent within either District and would not only give the younger residents the opportunity to 
use such facilities but those of all ages. There has been a significant increase in the number of adults taking up running 
and joining local clubs. The Scope for Proposed Development Management Policies within Appendix 7 of the Issues and 
Options paper addresses Healthy Communities Policies (HC) and there is clear reference to Community Facilities and 
Sports, Recreation and Leisure Facilities identifying sites and supporting and protecting such facilities. It also makes 
reference to allocations being supported by evidence for the need for leisure facilities, which is listed above. Question 
15 We believe that the new Local Plan provides the perfect opportunity for both Council to be more specific as to what 
facilities should be included to enable wider access to the community and that this should include the provision of an 
athletics track. When considering the aforementioned sites and points that we have raised, we have also given thought 
as to how a new community facility in the form of an athletics track would impact on the local surroundings. Whilst 
surveys have not been undertaken as to potential impact we are aware that a concern would be in relation to lighting 
and in particular floodlighting near residential properties. The sites that have been referred to are either existing sports 
facilities where there are no local residents adjoining the site or are open playing fields where the nearest residential 
properties are separated from the site by established screening from trees. However, sports facilities such as athletics 
tracks can be used all year round and as such would require floodlighting to enable use of the facility throughout the 
year, and we understand that this could have an impact on the surrounding area. Technology has improved over the 
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years and floodlighting can now be designed into schemes where it takes into account the need to restrict obtrusive 
light, not give upward light when the floodlights are mounted in their normal configuration as well as being designed to 
ensure a ‘cut-off’ very near the boundary so that light spillage is kept to a minimum. However, locations for such a 
community facility, including an athletics track, which the Issues and Options paper encourages, are likely to be 
accommodated in Green Belt areas as they are normally located outside of the residential development boundaries so 
as to negate impact on residential properties. Again, drawing on the example of the recently approved all-weather 
pitch and clubhouse at Amersham and Wycombe College, the scheme was proposed with floodlighting, and the 
Inspector confirmed that these would have minimal light spillage. Wycombe District Council have approved the siting of 
a new athletics track within the Green Belt at Little Marlow, which has now been built and this also has floodlighting. In 
addition, we would like to draw your attention to the fact that there is already floodlighting located at Newland Park 
for the hockey pitch and therefore in locations of this nature, where a community facility is already in existence, we 
consider a precedent to has been set. We appreciate that each site would be considered on its own merits. We would 
therefore ask both Council’s to consider clarifying its position on floodlighting in terms of the lighting levels it would 
consider appropriate within the Green Belt and close to existing housing and open it up for discussion prior to 
submission of the new Local Plan for examination. Given the foregoing, we would look to work with both Council’s in 
agreeing the needs for an athletics track within both District’s and discussing requirements to comply with the future 
policies of the new Local Plan so as to enable a site to be put forward for formal consideration where the appropriate 
floodlighting, which is an essential feature of an athletics track, can be provided so light spillage are kept to a minimum. 
In summary our need is for an all-weather track together with a clubhouse which would be our headquarters. At 
present we are training in seventeen locations, thirteen in Chiltern District and four in Hertfordshire and Middlesex. 
Parents of young athletes in particular have the chore of transporting their children to training venues over a large area 
and often siblings will be training at a different venue at the same time in say, Chesham, Amersham, Hillingdon or 
Watford In summary we believe a Running Track should be considered as a key part of Infrastructure required for both 
districts. This can be justified on health and medical grounds at least. We will welcome discussion during your 
examination of this submission, as and when required.  

Rep4198 Mr 
Fraser 
Kirkcaldy 
Architect 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the early stages of the Local Plan There are those more capable of 
dealing with the intricacies of planning policy but I would like to comment on a number of specific items I believe that 
the release of Green Belt Areas adjacent to existing settlements is a positive step forward and with the benefit of a 
green/open space buffers between existing properties and suitably scaled development this could be very effective. 
The areas identified on the Chalfont St Peter map adjacent to the River Misbourne at Mill Meadow seems totally 
inapproriate due to the flood plain. Shrubs Wood - The area shown on your map would dramatically increase the 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1047 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

population of Chalfont St Peter. Although the housing density and open spaces could be controlled by the planning 
legislation the additional burden on the road network, drainage system, education and medical services would have to 
be resolved and established well before the housing became available. Chalfont Heights - This seems a logical extension 
of the existing estate with the benefit of an addition link to Denham Lane. Hogtrough Wood - The extended commercial 
iand industrial use would work, although the site is within the flood plain and does flood during the winter. Since the 
departure of Alcan the areas to the south of the new offices have been left virtually untouched including the ex Alcan 
cricket ground. The use class for this area would be worth extending to Leisure use or D1 & D2. Again if a green 
strip/lung were retained between the site and the A413 there would be little impact on the surroundings. Development 
restricted to 50% of 1948 footprint. The other variation that should be considered is the 50% additional area on 
properties within the Green Belt. If this policy was considered in terms of the site area, surroundings and the 
relationship of the property to its neighbours it would release a considerable number of sites for dvelopment. In larger 
plots development could be controlled by a line designating the residential curtilage. There are a huge number of 
propertes where their 1948 footprint plus 50% is overly restrictive. I appreciate that this would add an additional 
burden on the planning process but you could always charge a "release fee" based on the additional area released for 
development. 

Rep4199 Mr 
Micheal 
Fulham 
Chairman 
Prestwood 
Colts and Girls 
FC 

Prestwood Colts & Girls FC would welcome improved access to the Common off Nairdwood Lane, Prestwood HP16 
0QH. In addition, PC&G FC recognise that the open layout of the Common does not encourage pedestrian, cycle or 
mobility scooter access from Gryms Dyke side across to Nairdwood Lane or Honor Road. A permanent pathway through 
the Common may encourage pushchair, cycle, joggers, walkers etc. to access the Common and provide an off-road 
route through the centre of Prestwood. PC&G FC would welcome the opportunity to participate in the planning of any 
proposed improvements to the Common access and pathways. PC&G FC require certain space remains allocated for 
football pitches. It is recognised that whilst the Common plays host to several community buildings (e.g. Scout Hut, 
Youth Centre, Colts Pavilion, Guides and the play area on CDC side) these all exist independent of each other. If the 
central hedge between Parish and CDC side was removed this would create more central space for a new improved 
play area and or new site for existing buildings (e.g. Scout Hut) that would enable safer access from Nairdwood Lane. If 
the pathway were introduced then the various facilities could be linked. Landscaping/planting/movement sensitive 
lighting sunk into and/or along the pathway would improve the overall appearance of the Common as a place for all of 
the community to walk, cycle (incl. mobility scooters, wheel chairs), run etc. In time the potential for shared community 
buildings could be considered once the Common was accepted by more of the community as an important green space 
at the heart of the village of Prestwood. 

  

Rep4200 Mrs We would like to deal with areas of Chalfont St Peter/Gerrards Cross. Winkers/Scout Camp Field These areas have a   



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1048 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Linda Emanuel community use and should be protected. Mill Meadow - Much used community amenity. - No areas within the village 
centre where they could be relocated. - Flood plain at risk of flooding. Epilepsy Centre - Nationally important centre. - 
Community facility and sports fields. - Footpaths and rights of way. Land off Bull Lane - Raylands Farm - the land should 
be retained in greenbelt and not developed - prevents outwards sprawl of large built up area of Gerrards Cross into 
open land. - the built up area of Gerrards Cross boundary follows Bull Lane - a feature which is prominent and durable. 
- the green belt acts as an additional barrier to sprawl. - the land helps to prevent ribbon development along the A40 - 
the land also prevents eriosion of the gap with neighbouring Beaconsfield and its Wilton Park development - it protects 
the openness of the countryside - has open fields and woodland - the land retains a strong unspoilt rural character - 
development would change the nature of the area - the land is unsuitable for development it is bordered on one side 
by a narrow country lane which has no pavement and is unsuitable for walking - the land is bordered on the other side 
by a railway track/fast moving 'A' road - Bull Lane has had flooding issues for many years - the A40 has ongoing flooding 
issues - the infrastructure is insufficient for a development Lower Road/A413 This is in a flood plain and joins Gerrards 
Cross to CSP A413/Chalfont Park This is in a flood plain and joins Gerrards Cross to CSP. 

Rep4201 
Katherine 
Nagle 

I am writing to lodge my objection to the proposed development on Westwood Park. This is a criminal thing to do in 
taking away a well used local amenity. It is of vital importance to hundreds of local children and their families and the 
thought that this might be destroyed to make way for yet more houses is heartbreaking. Where are all these new 
residents going to spend their leisure time, walking around the streets as there is no green space available? Children 
need a space in which they can run off steam and stay fit and healthy and by taking this vital facility away you will be 
responsible for an obesity epidemic.  

  

Rep4202 Mr 
Pankaj Pandya 

 I’d like to record my objection to the planned increase in housing and industrial estates in the areas above. (Ref Q8 and 
17). Aside from the unjustified Attack on the Green Belt, I believe any further load on our local infrastructure is ill 
advised. A specific problem is the extra passengers on the trains from Little Chalfont and Amersham – but also the 
additional traffic, pressures on our health services and general congestion that will turn this area into yet another over-
built area like Harrow.  

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

Rep4203 Mrs 
Claire Stacey 

Nashleigh park and playing fields in |Chesham are a vital recreational area for the local children in the area, both my 
young children (aged 2 & 3) frequently use the playpark,fields and woods, if this is built on we would have a 30 minute 
walk to our next nearest park. The views from Lynton road and all the roads off Greenway road will be completely 
changed, instead of the beautiful vale it will be built up, there needs to be some green space left in this area as it has a 
very high population of children who need space to run around! 

  

Rep4205 Dr 
Andrea 

The impact on Chalfont St Peter could be devastating – the sites that have been put forward for discussion by CDC 
equate to over 50% of the built area of our village. It is important that clear separation should be maintained between 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
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Hadfield rural settlements. Any extra building should only be allowed within already established development. Mill Meadow: It 
is impossible to comprehend why the area of Mill Meadow, the entirety of which is used for a wide range of community 
activities, in close proximity to the village centre, has been included as suitable for development. It is difficult to 
imagine how or where alternative provision could be made. This would have to include facilities for regular fitness 
sessions of many kinds; art groups and exhibitions; regular meetings of U3A groups; WI groups; drama groups and 
performances; nursery groups; football including training for young people, cricket, tennis. It also contains a children's 
playground and a school playing field. This should clearly not have been included. The long stretch of land straddling 
the Misbourne Valley from Chalfont Heights to where the railway line crosses the A413: A stated purpose of the green 
belt is 'retention of attractive landscapes'. All the sites listed form part of the attractive landscape around Chalfont St 
Peter, especially those in the Misbourne Valley, which provide an attractive vista from homes on the opposite side. 
Very little of the valley is built up on each side and it is an important aspect to consider. The views across the valley 
from my house are a great source of daily pleasure. This is because it is green belt land For many people, driving home 
from the conurbation into Chalfont St Peter along the dual carriageway in spring when the daffodils are in bloom lifts 
the spirit. It would be severely damaged if the land in the Misbourne Valley were to be adopted for industrial use. This 
land is in the Colne Valley Park and provides separation between Chalfont St Peter and Denham. It is also on the flood 
plane of the Misbourne, which has been known to cause catastrophic floods. The Epilepsy Centre site has some 
development taking place and in terms of green belt, a further proportion of this could be developed, whilst still 
retaining a barrier of green belt, provided there were equivalent infrastructure developments to sustain it. 

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

Rep4206 Cllr 
John 
Wertheim 

GREENBELT SITES PROPOSED IN THE PLAN DOCUMENT Any housing development in Chalfont St Peter needs to adhere 
to NPPF Policy No 50 This is to ensure that a mix of quality homes and affordable dwellings needs are met 1. Raylands 
Farm opposite Bulstrode Park & north of A40 There is no logical reason why this area should not be released from the 
Green belt provided that the Bull Lane Tennis Club is never allowed to relocate from its current site in Bull Lane to the 
northern part of Raylands Farm, bordering the railway line. 2. Denham Lane - between Winkers Night club and the 
Passar Scout Canp. As the Winkers Night Club has won an appeal to develop its Greenbelt site, there is no logical reason 
why this area to the south should not be released from the Green belt provided that Gerrards Cross Golf club eastern 
part of the golf course is not destroyed by encroachment Paccar Scout Camp does not move away as the site becomes 
too valuable and is developed. 3. The north of the Epileptic Centre Society site towards Chalfont St Giles & east of 
Chesham Lane: As defined in NPPF Policy No 85 this is safeguarded land and should not be developed. Releasing this 
stretch of Greenbelt will open the way for Chalfont St Giles and Chalfont St Peter becoming one joined up community. 
This is not one of the stated Objectives. In addition this would amalgamate Chalfont St Peter with Newlands Park. Any 
release of Greenbelt in this area should only include Skippings Farm and Brawlings Farm, leaving an adequate swathe of 

   



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1050 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Geenbelt to separate St Giles & St Peter. In addition, Model Farm , the Shire Horse Centre & Rowans Farm should 
remain as a safeguarded swathe of Greenbelt. As may have been identified, any development in this area will require 
additional sewage infrastructure, major road widening, a regular bus service to shops, schools and railway stations ( 
Gerrards Cross & /Little Chalfont Stations) additional School Places & doctors surgeries. 4. The Epileptic Centre is a 
Major Developed Site providing employment through the Society and some local businesses. Its sport facilities should 
be retained. Its care homes to the South of the main site, ( Porthaven & Audley), have just been developed and need to 
be retained to provide care for both the Epileptic Society Patients and others. 5. Land to the East of the Epileptic Centre 
site could be released from Greenbelt but would incur the same problems as that to the north – inadequate sewage 
disposal, new roads, new regular bus service to shops & railway stations, additional school places & doctors surgeries. 
6. Mill Meadow In NPPF Policy No 81, this greenbelt site is used for outdoor sport & recreation This site has a well used 
Community Centre in need of rebuilding, a childrens green play ground, a well used Football pitch and stand, practice 
pitches , tennis courts , Scout hut, Parish Council offices , restored woodland and allotments. It is used as the only 
playing fields for the pupils of the adjacent Middle School Church of England Academy. In addition to the above the site 
is situated on a floodplain. Should all of the above need to be re-sited, there is no central alternative site in the 
Chalfont St Peter which can be used as a replacement. For these reasons, the release of this land from Greenbelt for 
eventual construction of dwellings is totally inappropriate. 7. Areas identified for increased economic development in 
Chalfont St Peter Chalfont St Peter is in the position where it has relied on a rural economy. It is now in the position 
where it must support the aims of NPPF policy No 28 for retaining & supporting elements of a prosperous rural 
economy while also taking into account NPPF policy No 23 for ensuring the vitality of town centres and NPPF Policy No 
22 avoiding unsustainable long term protection of potential employment sites NPPF Policy No 20 helping achieve 
economic growth for the 21st Century, at the same time as the above NPPF policies 28, 23 & 22. i) Chalfont Grove: Any 
expansion of this site would not create any local problems to local residents. Retention of the surrounding woodland 
areas is of prime importance for future local recreational amenity. There are inadequate public transport facilities to 
this site. With careful development, this site could provide replacement local Office Accommodation for the swathe of 
offices recently converted to dwellings in Churchfield Road, Market Place & the Precinct in Chalfont St Peter. ii) 
Chalfont Park site to the EAST of the A413 Chalfont Park main office blocks have limited access from the A413. 
Adequate access to the site from the north had to be purchased from Gerrards Cross Golf Club (£1m) before offices 
could be developed. The Offices on the site were developed some years ago, by Wilson Bowden Developments - there 
has been only partial occupation of them since being developed. As the current use of the site, for offices adjacent to 
the main Lodge & upto the edge of the A413, is inadequate NPPF Policy No 22 states that we should avoid long term 
protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect for them being used for 
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employment. Accordingly, only a reduced site given below should be released from the Green Belt for economic 
development - this reduced site is defined as: Land to the South of the Gerrards Cross Golf Clubhouse up to the 
northern boundary with Castlemans Farm, to the West up to the A413 and to the East up to the lake. Two separate 
pieces of land one to the north and the other to the south of the current main office block site should be retained in 
Greenbelt. These 2 sites are defined as : a) on the north, the Chalfont & Amersham Hockey Club pitch & Chalfont 
Cricket pitches, the Cricket Pavilion & the Gerrards Golf Club house. b) on the south, Castlemans Farm and land to the 
south upto the Railway Viaduct In addition, in the long term, both of the above 2 sites should be retained in Green Belt 
to ensure Chalfont St Peter, Bakers Wood and Tatling End are adequately separated. iii) Remnant of Chalfont Park to 
west of A413 and bordering onto Chalfont St Peter Lower Road When the A413 dual carriageway was built in the 
1960’s, it cut off Chalfont St Peter & Gerrards Cross from direct access to Chalfont Park as one of the residential 
amenity areas, with impossible access across the A413 dual carriageway. The road development separated off, from 
the main Chalfont Park site, a narrow strip of land on this west side of the A413. ( The writer recalls as a young child, 
playing in Chalfont Park. The now derelict Cricket pitch & pavilion, immediately to the South of the Main Lodge of 
Chalfont Park, was used by the local Thorpe House Prep School as a playing field. Access then was easy & unrestricted. 
Now it is nearly impossible- crossing the A413 you have a major chance of being killed or maimed) This current strip of 
partly wooded land, sandwiched between the A413 and the Lower Road, acts as a partial sound barrier for the adjacent 
North Park Conservation area . For this reason it is inappropriate for economic development on this site. Limited 
housing development might be considered as appropriate. 

Rep4207 Mr & 
Mrs Alpesh 
and Bina Patel 

Local Plan Consultation - Chiltern Local Plan 2014-2036 We live in a new development, Latimer Chase, off the north end 
of Green Street running down to Chorleywood. We are on the border of Three Rivers District Council in Hertfordshire 
and the Chilterns District Council in Buckinghamshire. The boundary is literally down the centre of Green Street. We 
were totally unaware, until yesterday , of the Local Plan 2014-2036 despite the fact the areas of Green Belt proposed 
for development are within a few miles of our home. We bought our new build home 14 months ago because it is on 
Green Belt land in an area of outstanding natural beauty. The six houses were built on the site of semi-derelict farm 
buildings and not on open land that has previously been undeveloped. Areas of Green Belt between Little Chalfont, 
Chenies and Chorleywood appear to be under threat and have been suggested as areas for future development. Green 
Belt should remain as such. Areas of outstanding natural beauty should not be built on. Areas for potential 
development should only be recommended if the infrastructure can support large-scale building projects. The A404 
Amersham road does not cope with the heavy volume of traffic that already uses it for local traffic and as a feeder 
route onto the M25. 100s of extra cars, trucks and lorries would exacerbate the problem. The local schools are already 
over-subscribed and would not cope with an influx of additional pupils. It is totally inappropriate that the Local Plan 
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2014-2036 has recommended that the area between Little Chalfont, Chenies and Chorleywood should become an area 
for large scale development. We object to the recommendations 

Rep4208 Mr 
Nigel Hardy J. 

Hardy N. 
Hardy S. 
Hardy M. 
Hardy L. 
Hardy B. 
Hardy 

In response to the Local Plan Consultation, regarding the list of main settlements for growth in the Council's Core 
Strategy. My family and I have lived in the village for over 20 years and have seen it expand considerably, to the point 
where the village's infrastructure is already unable to keep up with the demand for services. Housing -------- There is 
always a need for the increase of available housing, not only for this generation, but also for the next. All parts of the 
country are under pressure, not only from local authorities but from national directives, to expand their housing stock. 
However since 1926 there has been relative protection against using green belt, and for good reason, to prevent an 
ever increasing building sprawl, and prevent towns and villages being connected into conurbations. The U.K. Is world 
renowned for its beauty, with its distinctive urban and rural diversity, which are kept apart. The green belt is not a 
building bank reserve, to be tapped into to create more housing, excessive profits for the builders, to the cost of the 
countryside and its communities, and be a burden of an already under resourced local authority. Wildlife and AONB - 
The green belt land and AONB between towns and cities is an essential barrier, not just to prevent an ever increasing 
building sprawl, but it is also there to protect wildlife, support rural activities and communities. These areas are used by 
all, far more people (nationally) visit these areas than actually live and work here, that's why they visit. Any erosion of 
these areas for development have a considerable impact, not just in the short term. These areas are an asset, not only 
to those who live and work here. As a community we have the responsibility of preserving the green belt with its 
diverse contribution and the part it plays within the nations heritage, not just for our generation but also for those that 
follow. Once it has gone, it has gone for ever. Increase of Housing -There has already been an expansion of housing 
within Little Chalfont as well other villages and towns in the nearby area. Little Chalfont has increased its building stock 
by approx 300 units, proportionately more than other villages and towns nearby. Further expansion by using green 
belt, or even on so called unproductive green belt would change the visual and community dynamics of the village, to a 
point where such an increase would be detrimental to the village itself and to those that live and work here. 
Infrastructure - Any further developments within the current boundaries of Little Chalfont would have a considerable 
and detrimental impact to the community as a whole. There would be a considerable increase in traffic flow, more road 
repairs, changes to traffic signalling, road design, more pollution and increased health issues. There would be 
insufficient school places, insufficient parking areas for increased traffic, insufficient vehicular stock for buses and 
trains. New housing estates have a considerable impact on water supply, drainage, power supply and other services, 
the existing village infrastructure would not be able to support any additional housing that is likely to be proposed. 
Little Chalfont is already a major vehicular route (A404) for both light and heavy traffic, unlike other towns nearby that 
can cope with an increase of traffic and have additional routes. It is believed that Little Chalfont should be removed 
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from the short list of main settlements for growth in the Councils Core Strategy.  

Rep4209 
Rachel 
Robertson 

I am writing concerning the proposed release of green belt land for development in and around the Little Chalfont area. 
I think it is important to point out that the green belt was originally created as a constraint to development and not as a 
bank of land to be used as and when it becomes convenient. Much of the land around Little Chalfont is then also part 
of an area of outstanding natural beauty that we should be looking to preserve for future generations. Any 
development in these areas would inevitably and irrevocably change the character of Little Chalfont that drew many of 
us to live in the area in the first place. Little Chalfont has already seen a large amount of development in Bell Lane, 
Donkey Field and Chenies Parade and will already have to absorb the additional pressures that these developments will 
place on school places and other local services. As you will also be aware, we then also have to cope with the additional 
traffic brought in by the A404 which goes right through the heart of the village. There are already many days when the 
existing road system struggles to cope with the influx of traffic, and any additions to this will obviously only make 
matters worse. I therefore hope that you will agree that these points (amongst others) should lead to Little Chalfont 
being removed from the short list of settlements 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.  

Rep4210 
Louise Boylan 

I originally moved into Little Chalfont almost 40 years ago and I did so because of the countryside and the amenities it 
offered. Unfortunately, I have -mainly during the past five years or so - seen the deterioration of the village with 
thoughtless development of local sites. Whenever a house is sold it seems to be developed in a most haphazard 
manner. In White Lion Road on either side of St Nicholas Close two houses have been demolished. On one site three 
terraced houses built and on the corner a block of nine flats are almost complete, together with a house. Parking in St 
Nicholas Close has become increasingly difficult and can only grow worse as a result of these two developments. The 
proposed development of four sites in Amersham and Little Chalfont will further reduce the green belt, including 
AONB. In Little Chalfont we have already taken more than our fair share of new housing with the estate in Bell Lane and 
behind Chenies Parade, the infrastructure will not be able to support the increased level of traffic (already a problem) 
and put even more pressure on local schools. I appreciate the need for new housing across the country, but could 
brown sites not offer a better solution?  

 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. 

Rep4211 Mr 
Alex 
Robertson 

I am writing concerning the proposed release of green belt land for development in and around the Little Chalfont area. 
I think it is important to point out that the green belt was originally created as a constraint to development and not as a 
bank of land to be used as and when it becomes convenient. Much of the land around Little Chalfont is then also part 
of an area of outstanding natural beauty that we should be looking to preserve for future generations. Any 
development in these areas would inevitably and irrevocably change the character of Little Chalfont that drew many of 
us to live in the area in the first place. Little Chalfont has already seen a large amount of development in Bell Lane, 

 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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Donkey Field and Chenies Parade and will already have to absorb the additional pressures that these developments will 
place on school places and other local services. As you will also be aware, we then also have to cope with the additional 
traffic brought in by the A404 which goes right through the heart of the village. There are already many days when the 
existing road system struggles to cope with the influx of traffic, and any additions to this will obviously only make 
matters worse. I therefore hope that you will agree that these points (amongst others) should lead to Little Chalfont 
being removed from the short list of settlements in the Council's Core Strategy.  

settlements.   

Rep4212 Mr 
Matthew 
Burton 

I am writing ahead of the consultation deadline regarding Chiltern District Council plans to test land areas for release 
from the Green Belt. I recognise there is need for more housing in the UK, however there is good reason that the Green 
Belt was created in the area, in part to create a green 'lung' for London. The Green Belt in around Little Chalfont should 
be protected and much of it is classified as part of the AONB. Instead more effort needs to be made focusing on the 
brown field sites that remain across London. The major house builders do not like building on brown field sites as it 
tends to be more expensive than using green field sites. A quick look at the annual accounts of the major house 
builders and the high level of profits and board level pay shows they have plenty of scope to be properly challenged to 
use brown field sites properly, and not keep being given an easy ride. The Little Chalfont area has already taken on a 
large share of new housing with the properties behind Chenies Parade and estate by Bell Lane. The village does not 
have the infrastructure to support further new housing. The small parade of shops on Chenies Parade, restricted 
parking, overcrowded train line to name a few. In conclusion the areas under consideration shouldn't be treated as a 
land bank for building and should not be released from 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.  

Rep4214 Mr 
Richard Tweed 

I strongly object to the detail and essence of these proposals. My husband has already responded on our behalf but I 
have been made aware that individuals of the same household are able to comment on their own behalf. So that's 
what I'm doing: these proposals will put a sledgehammer through our supposedly rural, Green Belt area, destroying 
large areas of outstanding natural beauty. I have read several letters from others on this subject and I know that you 
will have been made aware of many technical and historical reasons why these proposals should not come to pass. I 
will not copy and paste them here but I am content that you note my serious objection.  

  

Rep4216 Ms 
Bushra Akhtar 
The London 
Land Project 
on behalf of 
Mr Macdonald 
Noel 

Plot 28 and 29 can be accessed via Earl Howe Road. The site is on the edge of a residential and industrial area and is 
approximately 20 minutes by bus into High Wycombe Station. There are already several residential dwelligs in and 
around the same street. Our proposal is to a low density residential development to meet the needs of the local 
community (combination of affordable housing, homes for elderly with comminity shops and or meeting points). We 
are a company commited to sustainable devlopement and would would like to put forward a low carbon, sustainable 
proposal for the site including buiding using sustainable green material and providing housing with renewable energy 
to minimise any impacts to the environment. 
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Rep4217 Mrs 
Sarah Lewis 

I am writing to express my deepest concern about current proposals to release green belt land for potential 
development in and around Little Chalfont, Amersham and Chorleywood in particular. My reasons are as follows: 1. 
CONSERVATION – can we really afford to sacrifice for ever the natural beauty and heritage of the chilterns? 2. Is it 
really necessary to irreversibly destroy areas of outstanding natural beauty and protected greenbelt land that is so 
valuable in providing threatened habitat for a variety of wildlife? Can existing ‘brownfield sites’ not be found, re-
developed or extended to provide residential and employment developments? 3. Green spaces are valuable not only 
for wildlife but for the recreation and well-being of the local population. 4. Wouldn’t the release of certain green belt 
land set a dangerous precedent for other protected areas, diminishing the sanctity of the laws set to protect them? 
Apparent future proposals for further land release, such as the woods, park and fields around Westwood would be 
even more catastrophic for the local community, wildlife and character of the Chilterns. 5. As the green spaces 
between villages and suburbs of larger towns diminish we will end up with huge, sprawling urban areas with no 
countryside or natural boundaries between them. 6. Can the local infrastructure support such a sudden growth in 
population? In particular, access to education and healthcare services. Located so close to the county boundary 
between Bucks and Herts, nearby facilities from across the border can be restricted according to postcode. An increase 
in traffic, especially at peak times, would also exacerbate problems on the roads with increased pollution, journey 
times, parking issues and general wear and tear on both main roads and surrounding country lanes. There is no by-pass 
for non-local traffic. Little Chalfont Station would also have to cope with increased commuter use. 7. Little Chalfont has 
already recently supplied around 300 homes. There are many varied and complicated arguments to be considered for 
future planning in and around Little Chalfont but I do hope that you will take serious account of the arguments raised 
by myself and many other residents who seek to protect their local environment. 

  The councils consider that 

options in the Green Belt need 

to be considered in addition to 

the opportunities that are 

available on brownfield sites. 

 

Rep4218 Mrs 
Margaret 
Gorton 

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 Chalfont St Peter. 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. Chalfont St Peter is now the biggest village in the country which has been subject to 
three major developments in recent years. Any more developments in Chalfont St Peter, 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 

  The councils consider that 
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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. Chalfont St 
Peter has an inadequate drainage system. No further significant development should happen in Chalfont St Peter 
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. 

Rep4219 Ms 
Fances Allan 

Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely 
to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? The draft HELAA identifies up to just over 550 
dwellings + 220 C2 units (residential home places) within Chalfont St Peter within the next 10 years, which must be 
around 2,000 additional people - around a 15% population growth. That is a LOT and it remains to be seen if our water 
/ sewage / medical and educational infrastructure can deal with the increase. The majority are Holy Cross and 
Newlands Park - it is surely unnecessary and undesirable to also churn valuable bits of village infrastucture (Youth Club 
/ Car Park / Tennis Club / Epilepsy Centre) to create small numbers of dwellings. 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? 
Retail units in the viallage are struggling and there are unused office blocks. Rather than chew up valuable bits of village 
infrastructure could units right on the edge of the village centre be converted to residential - eg Chalfont Home Stores / 
The Phoenix Pub. I appreciate the need to keep shops and employment sites, but where time has shown there is not a 
call for them is it not better to convert them than to leave them empty and chew up public amenities such as the car 
park. 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. Where Green 
Belt land is to be lost it should be land which has the least social value - i.e. if a piece of green belt is already used by 
large numbers for sporting or recreational purposes it should protected compared to land which does not serve those 
purposes - even though the former may be closer to previously developed areas (ie convenient to residents.) Re-
locating valuable facilities away from population centres is clearly undesirable from a viewpoint of ease of use and 
sustainable transport. Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South 
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Bucks? Housing development in the Chalfonts / GX area should be skewed in favour of providing well dwellings young 
people can afford to buy as starter homes as it's very clear there is a lack of such housing and consequently a 
demographic shortage of young professional 20-somethings, whereas we are demographically heavy on well-off 
middle-aged or older professionals. A healthy community needs a good demographic balance across ages and across 
private and social housing. Non Question Related Comments The map of potential plots in Chalfont St Peter identified 
the plot containg Mill Meadow, Millenium Woods, the Scout Hut, the tennis courts, the football club, 2 allotments, a 
playpark, the community centre and the Parish Council / Community Police offices. I hope there is no seroius intent to 
build on this plot, but would make the following strong objections if there is: This plot is both poor housing land and 
scocially extremely valuable and heavily used. Mill Meadow serves as a recreational venue, a dog walking area, and 
sports fields for the Church of England Academy and a local junior football club. The football and tennis clubs also 
clearly meet a sporting need. The Scout Hut is a base for some 240 Scouts between the ages of 6 and 18 - in all 3 Beaver 
Colonies, 3 Cub Packs, 3 Scout Troops and one (large) Explorer Unit operate out of it. The Hut has it's own land, 
important for bonfires, outdoor games and overnight camps - all traditional Scout activities. Whilst not a sports group, 
Scouts definitely actively promotes an active lifestyle. The playpark and allotments and community centre all are also 
very valuable to community life. Millenium Woods provides welcome trees and recreational space. Everything based on 
this plot of land is far more effective in meeting community needs together than they would be if scattered on small 
non-connected plots of land or if they were located in a less accesible area. Without this stretch of land the village 
would in many ways be without a social heartland. The area is also prone to flooding, and local legend is that Mill 
Meadow itself has landfill beneath it, making it a poor prosect for housing. 

Rep4220 Mr 
Darryl Sinclair 

Please let it be noted that I strongly object to any building on the Westwood Park land. For the last 11 years my family 
have used this park from learning how to ride there bike to representing Westwood Park Football team. This area 
needs to be used to keep our children fit and well and off the computers. Sport and activities at Westwood Park play an 
important role in every child that uses it, the team sport teachers discipline, fitness, team work and helps build each 
individuals confidence. Without this area the local children will have very little.  

  

Rep4221 Mr 
David Smart 

I’m writing to express my objection to the plans to include housing development on the Westwood park playing fields 
in Little Chalfont. These fields are packed every Saturday with boys (and girls) playing football and are the only open, 
recreational area that can accommodate a group this size. Other football clubs in the Amersham / Little Chalfont area 
are over subscribed and provide no alternative. I think it’s shocking that the council are even contemplating destroying 
one of the few recreational play areas in the community.  

  

Rep4222 Mrs 
Joanne Taaffe 

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, 
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Teacher 
Watford Field 
School 

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 sport and outdoor recreation. There is now a wealth of growing scientific and medical 
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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 
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 
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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. 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).  
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Rep4223 Mr 
David Lidgate 

With reference to your proposal to build over the cricket club and golf course at Gerrards Croaa on the flood plain of 
the river Misbourne. The complete loss of these well used rccrecational facilities to hundreds of men women and 
children and a cronic loss of bio diversity, is surely a very good reason not to build there . It is also however an 
introconvertable fact that this flood plain is well named, it floodsi It also provides the main sounce of local fresh 
drinking water for this area. Before the building of the new towns at Beaconsfild and Amersham and in our fathers time 
,it flooded so frequently that it became a local sport to skate fron the cress beds of gerrards cross over the water 
meadows of the chalfonts to Amersham. To build over this key source of drinking water so increasing its water uptake 
that the misbourne would ,except at flood times, shrink to a ditch thus joining all the other o London basin rivers of the 
in ther present dangerouly low drinking water levels. Remember that water the the lifeblood ofcivilisation and far more 
important than oil ! However even this desperate circumstance pale beside the next strong possiblity. If when you have 
completed your heavy building on this notable flood plain that it,revertng to type, flooded! How unlikely is this 
,following the recent and now common annual flooding . This year in the north and very recently in the Thames valley 
and so many other places. Your heavy buildingwould not only become unusable but also uninsurable Other might find 
this letter and others and use them against you to demonstrare your wastage of natures recorces and our money.  

  

Rep4224 Evon 
Liew 

I strongly opposed the development of Westwood Park. The park has been invaluable to my son and his friends for 
their football training and various other activities. Developing it will be taking away from the children the space 
available to them locally for sports and recreation. 

  

Rep4225 Mrs 
Mary Jones 

Objections to Local Area Plan Introduction 1. Chalfont St Peter is already one of the largest villages in the country and 
to add even more houses would change the character and size of the village and may well lead to a change of status to 
a town. It already has a number of developments taking place (Holy Cross and Newlands Park and the Audley Homes 
development on the Epilepsy site) and these should be taken into account as housing allocation in the new local area 
plan. We need to preserve the character of an ancient village (Listed in the Doomsday book). We have in the past 
experienced building projects that have spoilt the village. E.G. St Peter’s court. We need to build sympathetically and 
not over expand a rural village. 2. Chalfont St Peter has known drainage problems and raw sewage has on occasions 
backed up in the village centre. Additional developments of the scale proposed are not possible. 3. Development of the 
size proposed should be concentrated towards the centre rather the fringes of towns and village to be in line with 
green belt principles that brownfield sites should be developed first, along with sites closest to train, bus and tube 
services. 4. All schools in the Chalfont St Peter area are almost at capacity and will be unable to accommodate children 
from the proposed developments already being built in the parish. Green belt The Local Plan is considering a change of 
land use – i.e. Building on designated Green Belt areas. The Green Belt is there to – 1. Check the unrestricted sprawl of 
large built up areas. 2. Prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another. 3. Assist in safeguarding the special 
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character of towns and villages. 4. Preserve the setting and character and special historic towns. 5. Assist in urban 
regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. Land designated as Green Belt provides a 
number of benefits and opportunities. 1. Opportunities for access to open countryside for the urban population. 2. 
Opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation 3. Retention of landscapes near to where people live. 4. Securing of 
nature conservation interests. 5. Retention of land in agricultural, forestry and related uses. By changing the status of 
Green Belt land around Chalfont St Peter and its subsequent use for redevelopment of housing and employment use 
you are deigning the residents of CSP, sporting facilities, ease of access to the sounding countryside, use of the land for 
recreational use. In addition the village of CSP would eventually merge with other local villages, therefore allowing 
unprotected sprawl of urban areas. The character of the village would be lost. Mill Meadow 1. First and for most Mill 
Meadow is on a flood plain and has already experienced serious flooding in recent years. Common sense suggests that 
flood plains should not be built on. 2. The area is in almost constant use and includes, a Community Centre, football 
Club, recreational park for children, football and cricket pitches, tennis courts, scout hut and parish council offices. 3. 
The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy use Mill Meadow for sports as they have no sports field of their own to use. 4. 
The area also has Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden, and Lady Gibb Millennium Wood. These provide the public to walk 
alongside the River Misbourne from the village centre through to Chalfont St Giles. These facilities are irreplaceable 
and have been carefully planned and developed for the benefit of the community. In addition the River Misbourne is a 
rare example of a chalk based river and access to this type of river should be preserved. 5. The Scout hut sees approx. 
200 + children (from the age of 6 to 18) use its facilities each week and hence it is a very popular and thriving scout 
group. In addition to the using the scout hut the Beavers, Cubs, Scouts and Explorer Scouts use Mill Meadow for many 
of their outdoor activities. 6. If Mill meadow were to built on, how would these facilities be replaced? Where would the 
children and adults go for their outdoor enjoyment and physical activity? The Epilepsy Centre Site. 1. This site has been 
home to people suffering from Epilepsy for over 100 years and as such is now the home to a number of listed buildings. 
In addition this site now provides two new care home as well as recreational facilities with nine football pitches, 
pavilion which is used by more than 24 teams. 2. This site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the started purposes of the 
greenbelt and in particular provides a buffer between CSP and CS Giles, CSP and Horn Hill. It provides important 
agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation. 3. As a 
potential site for redevelopment, it is far from suitable, as some access would be along country lanes and it is too far to 
walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross the nearest train stations. Therefor it would be car dependant, causing 
even more congestion on local roads. 4. The proposed size and development of this site is excessive and could 
potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP. 5. Part of this site has been already earmarked by HS2 for the 
construction of an access tunnel as well as the building of a tunnel beneath the site. Therefore development of this site 
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would have to be sanctioned by the Secretary of State. 6. Development of this site would spoil the character of CSP as 
well as removing many recreational uses that people enjoy. The infrastructure of the village would not be able to cope 
with such a large development. Area to north of Chalfont Heights. 1. This area includes Paccar Scout Camp and Winkers 
Night Club. Both of these facilities are used by young people both from the village and from elsewhere. Paccar Scout 
camp is used by a large number of Scout groups for day use as well as for overnight camping. Many London Scout 
groups use this camp as they lack such outdoor space and facilities. It is important for young people to have access to 
the outdoors for their physical fitness as well as to help build up their self-esteem. It also enables them to develop 
leadership and working in a team skills. 2. Winkers Night Club is the only night club in the village and as such provides 
an important venue for people to socialise. Finally removal of such a large amount of green belt around CSP would be 
to the detriment to the area and to the community. Building more houses would only exacerbate the sewage problem, 
cause more congestion on local roads (many of which are narrow country roads), remove many local faculties which 
would not be replaced as well as making assess to the countryside more difficult. The current local infrastructure would 
not be able to cope with such an increase in population, as there would not be enough school places, doctor surgeries, 
or local shops and community facilities. The green belt was develop to prevent the sort of development as proposed by 
this Local area plan and as such should be adhered to. 

Rep4226 Mrs 
Judith Smart 

I want to register my extremely strong objection to the proposed development of Westwood Park, Little Chalfont for 
housing. The extent of the proposed development is too great for the size of the local community’s infrastructure and 
building on green belt such as Westwood Park, which is used by hundreds of children and adults throughout each week 
for exercise and recreation as well as education is counter productive. I would like you to consider my comments and 
turndown this planning application.  

  

Rep4228 Mr 
Jack Rubin 

I wish to register my objection to the proposal to include in the local plan under consideration, the development of 
residential and light industrial use in the Chess Valley. This is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Green Belt. 
Both the stage 1 and 2 of the development will cause enormous damage and destress to an area which has been 
persevered for very good reasons for a long time.  

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

Rep4229 Kate 
Cottingham 

Regarding Question 8 We do not approve of encroaching onto the green belt with buildings. Question 17 We regard 
this proposal as entirely inappropriate for the area. We are sure there are other brown field sites which could be used 
for the same purpose which would not spoil our beautiful Chess Valley. There is surely space along Raans Road where 
other industrial units are located. We are entirely against any such development, both housing and industrial. 

  

Rep4230 Mrs 
Suman Patel 

I am writing to you to object to the proposed local 2 -phased plan to changed current Green belt land to brown belt and 
further destroy the fabric of this small village. We moved here, from London seven years ago, when our children were 
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just 6 months and two years of age to give them a better life. In terms of outside space, fields, a beautiful park with 
surrounding playing fields, a small local school (Little Chalfont Primary school) and small parade of shops with local 
amenities. We have all this for the local community, as we are a small village. We are completely aghast that the local 
council is even considering downgrading this land to allow development in this small village. I wish to log my complaint 
against this developments and destruction of beautiful greenbelt land that surrounds our village on the following 
grounds…. 1. Housing in this area should not come at the cost of the Greenbelt land. The Greenbelt land was created to 
preserve land and retain greenery for communities locally. 2. Many houses in the area that surround the school are 
now in excess of £500,000 and I can’t see how building in this area will be affordable to the London commuter belt and 
spill over from London key workers. 3. Much of the land around Little Chalfont, especially the proposed Stony land 
A404 East is in the Area of Outstanding National Beauty (AONB) and we should not destroy this incredibly important 
asset for the sake of making money for developers. 4. ‘Little Chalfont’, will need to change its name to ‘Big Chalfont’, if 
we take on any more housing estates. We already have had our share of estates, notably the Bell Lane one (some 253 
homes built) and by Chenies Parade ( the Donkey field- some 45 new homes). It is high time we remove’ Little 
Chalfont’, from the shortlist of main settlements for growth in the Council’s core strategy. We appreciate that London 
needs more homes but why do we have to carry this burden? 5. Our infrastructure cannot support any more housing 
estates, already we have a huge pressure with school places, parking, doctors surgery appointment times, presently, it 
can take 2 weeks to make an appointment with your local GP! We are close to breaking point already. The traffic is also 
getting worse and further housing will further worsen this problem. 6. We have learned very recently that the site of 
the field behind Westwood park will be sold as a job lot in phase 1. This cannot happen as the local community use this 
park every weekend for local children’s football teams. This park and field is the lifeblood of the children in our 
community, without our children won’t have the facilities to play sports all year round. Please log my complaint against 
the development. 

development options to meet 
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Rep4231 Mrs 
Rosanna 
Gormley 
Rep4232 Mr 
Robert 
Gormley 

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 
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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. In addition I do not feel as if the current developed land 
has been utilised to its full potential. For example there should be a relaxation on the height of refurbishment making 
the best use of the land currently used by bungalows/chalet bungalows. Use land that has been left empty between 
developments e.g. the land on White Lion Road between the BP petrol station and the office development. 

Rep4233 Liz 
Van Hullen 
Clerk 
Chartridge 
Parish Council 

Chartridge Parish Council (CPC) thanks Chiltern District Council for the opportunity to comment on the draft local plan. 
CPC welcomes any proposal to protect the existing Green Belt and Area of Oustanding Natural Beauty. CPC recognises 
that the plan is for the whole of the district area, nevertheless we are loath to comment on proposals that are within 
another town or parish. CPC notices, however, the proposals for significant employment-generating and new 
residential development around Chesham which is our neighbouring town. CPC requests that any development brings 
with it appropriate infrastructure improvements, not least new roads, new schools, new healthcare facilities. All these 
should be within the new developments so as to reduce the extra traffic through Chesham which is already significant 
along the A416 corridor and at pinch-points such as Bellingdon Road, Hivings Hill, White Hill and the St Mary's 
roundabout with Chartridge Lane.  

  

Rep4234 Mr 
Maria Dealey 

I would like to object to the proposed development of Westwood Park being used for suggested housing. Westwood 
Park should remain as it is and for the use of the local community amongst others.  

  

Rep4235 Elsa 
Matos 

I object to the loss of a social amenity (Westwood Park) that is of huge benefit to the entire community . 
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Rep4237 Mr 
Denis Billings 

This response is a general response and should be associated with the whole document. The development plan seems 
to be more of a destruction plan for Chalfont St Peter and surrounding area rather than a well though out 
development. The development plan makes no provisions for local publc transport requirements which is vertually 
none existent in the area, sewer requirements which are already stretched to capacity, roads that are already at 
breaking point, school, doctors and hospital needs. Approval has already been given for the construction of 600 new 
homes in Chalfont St Peter; these should be subtracted from Chalfont St Peter's future allocation of new homes. 
Chalfont St Peter has taken more than its fair share of the allocation of housing development and this should be 
distributed fairly within the Chiltern District as a whole. Chalfont St Peter does not have a train station or frequent bus 
services; development should be allocated to areas with these facilities. The schools in Chalfont St Peter are at capacity 
and will not be able to cope with the children from developments that have already been approved. These include 
Newlands Park and Holy Cross. There is a drainage/flood issue in some parts of Chalfont St Peter that would require 
significant improvement in order to accommodate any additional 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.  

Rep4238 Ms 
Erica Neustadt 

Most of the sites around Chalfont St Peter include playing fields. In terms of the prposals, we should be preserving 
those at the Epilepsy Centre, the cricket ground and Mill Meadow. We all need recreational activities and space, and 
particularly children and teenagers. They add to community cohesion and fitness and longevity, and with public money 
being sunk into measures to counter obseity, as a matter of policy such areas should be preserved. This area is a very 
car -based society which makes it all the more encumbent upon authorities to preserve such areas. It is no use building 
houses for more people and by doing so, taking away the facilities that make this such a good place for children to grow 
up. Clearly, Mill Meadow has a role to play in our community's life; it is used by schools and clubs, the parish council, 
scouts, and of course the entire community uses the Community centre for arts, exercise, drama, and meeting. It is 
particuarly important for the older people in the community. The river Misbourne has been greatly damaged over the 
years by various human activities - it would be dreadful if it were to be built over or to become part of an urban 
landscape. The community is very active in preserving it and looking after its flow so clearly we all care very much 
about it. Mill Meadow is a flood plane too, so you would be building in problems for the future. It seems crazy to build 
more light industrial units on the A413, when there are empty offices nearer the centre of Chalfont St Peter. Moreover, 
it will look absolutely dreadful. I can imagine that Gold Hill Baptist Church would like to get rid of the woodland there - 
if you have to build, build on that side of the road, and use it for housing. Wherever you decide to build in the end, 
please bear in mind the valley structure of the settlement of Chalfont St Peter, and the face that we already suffer from 
flooding. Please retain and plant as many trees as possible to stabilise the soil and pre-empt any flooding. Please also 
bear in mind traffic and congestion problems and the fact that our sewer is woefully inadequate. Sense4CSP has 
submitted detailed opposition to these prospective plans. I have read and agree to what they say so please infer that I 
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have reproduced their arguments here. 

Rep4241 Mr 
Mark 
Broschomb 

I put forward this submission as a local businessman, landowner, developer and resident of Ashley Green. The 2 key 
areas identified in the consultation document are: 1. Housing need (net additional 15,100 houses) 2. Employment need 
(net additional 15 hectares/ 37 acres) from now to 2036 Of these figures, Chiltern District needs: 7300 houses And 2 
Hectares of additional employment land Comment on draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment See 
below. Market Relationships The Regulation 18 Document states that there are no significant market relationships 
between Chiltern/South Bucks and Hertfordshire. I strongly contest this assumption. The A416 through Ashley Green is 
a very busy trunk route, carrying traffic from/to Dacorum/Chiltern Districts. The Chesham Prepatatory School takes 
numerous pupils from Dacorum. The Berkhamsted School takes numerous pupils from Chiltern District. Ashley Green’s 
trading position with Berkhamsted and Hemel Hempstead is strong. Ashley Green is nearer to Berkhamsted than 
Chesham. The A41 is in Dacorum/Hertfordshire – this trunk road is widely used by residents of Chiltern District. If 
Dacorum Borough were in Buckinghamshire, then the statement at 2.3 (d) page 6 would not be part of the Document. 
The Duty to Cooperate should extend to Dacorum District. Comment on the draft HELAA Chesham and Ashley Green 
and Ley Hill Areas Housing I propose that instead of “bolting-on” a large “built area extension” in the green belt on the 
North side of Chesham, that consideration be given to securing the sustainability and viability of smaller settlements 
such as Ashley Green and Ley Hill by growth. Ashley Green in particular is unique, in that it is on the district and county 
boundary, the A416 road runs through it and the intersecting minor roads of Two Dells Lane and Hog Lane are very 
busy rat-runs. There are 300 houses currently being built on Shootersway Lane in Berkhamsted, which will increase 
traffic significantly along these routes, and another large development is planned even closer, at the A41/A416 
junction. Looking forward, the status of Ashley Green being a “settlement” within the Green Belt is going to be a 
misnomer. Development pressures from North Chesham and South Berkhamsted will bring Ashley Green clearly into 
the 21st Century. I believe, therefore, that by releasing certain parcels of land in the centre of the village will enable 
Ashley Green to develop and sustain a unique identity. Perhaps then the church and local pub will survive to 2036! 
Maybe a local shop will return. The community spirit of Ashley Green is very strong and is a great asset to the village. In 
being a past Chairman of the Community Association, I feel that to keep the community sustainable in the next 10 to 20 
years, growth needs to be allowed in accordance with the emerging needs and wishes of the villagers. The real risk for 
this and many other villages in the district is that it will become a dormitory for the commuting middle class. Any 
growth needs to address this risk, providing a mix of homes to satisfy the needs of the locals themselves. “Bolting-on” 
large scale development areas on to the major settlements in the District is an easy option to satisfy forthcoming 
demand, but not the current and forthcoming need of the local communities. What changes are needed to the 
approach of the Joint Local Plan Vision? / Spatial Strategy Options Housing and Employment It is identified that the 
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existing large settlements cannot satisfy the forecasted demand for housing. I agree with looking at opportunities to 
make more efficient use of land within built up areas and tidy-up Cheshams’ piecemeal industry, but not at the cost of 
diminishing the total number of jobs in the town. To do so would have a detrimental effect on the local daytime 
economy. But to solely bolt-on large areas to existing main towns and settlements is wrong. Chiltern District is almost 
wholly open countryside, dotted with hundreds of villages and settlements. Whilst almost all residents are naturally 
against development in the countryside, this view is unsustainable. Spreading the need around the District is by far a 
more sustainable (but less popular) option. Ashley Green is not mentioned specifically in the documents, but if the 
housing and employment proposals between Chesham and Ashley Green, identified in the Document are cemented, 
then the case for removing Ashley Green from the Green Belt must be a part of such strategy. Ashley Green is unique in 
the District because: 1. On the edge of District / County 2. Major roads through and nearby 3. Under pressure from 
Dacorum’s expansion plans for Berkhamsted’s southern boundary 4. Under pressure from Chiltern’s plans to expand 
the area between Ashley Green and Chesham. 5. And suffering no plans to relax its status as Green Belt settlement 
within the Green Belt. Such pressures are in danger of suffocating the sustainable development of the village. The 
medium term outlook for Ashley Green remaining sustainable and functional, if it is forced by planning policy to remain 
a “small settlement within the green belt” is bleak. Employment North of Chesham I understand the strategy for the 
proposed additional employment land to be relocated to Green Belt north of Chesham, due to the proximity to 
transport links and the district boundary i.e. satisfy one’s need with minimal impact on one’s own district; share the 
detrimental traffic with Dacorum. Yet to propose a test area of 170 hectares is quite unbelievable, when the net 
additional need for Chiltern is only 2 hectares. My belief is therefore that there is underlying support to create a much 
larger long-term employment area. I must strongly object to this strategy. To not consult with Dacorum on 
employment needs and strategies is verging on negligence. There is a practical and existing viable answer to the 
employment needs of both districts to be found at Bovingdon Airfield, A brownfield site (but just over the boundary) 
with vehicular access (needing widening) directly to the A41 at Bourne End. Surely this option should be tested in 
detail. Response to the Draft Local Plan 2014-2036 Regulation 18 Green Belt Assessment Questions Does any part of 
the Green Belt no longer fulfil a Green Belt purpose? (and so should be removed from the Green Belt) Has a 
comparable analysis been carried out to identify potential options for green belt release (ie although fulfilling a Green 
Belt purpose, would be the least damaging to the Green Belt if removed should exceptional circumstances be able to 
be demonstrated. Does it have important heritage? Diversity, or open space value? Answer: I am of the opinion that 
Ashley Green should be removed from the Green Belt, not only the Row of Dwellings within the Green Belt, GB4, but 
Green belt land to the south and east of the GB4 area, possibly as far as the boundary of the proposed “Employment 
Zone”. The area designated as of outstanding natural beauty should remain. Ley Hill and Botley The Document suggests 
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that Ley Hill be removed from the Green Belt. This is so very wrong. Ley Hill is a quintessential English historic village 
with 2 pubs overlooking the green and cricket pitch, surrounded by woodland, farmland and golf course – idyllic. 
Transport links are all via country lanes. To suggest that Ley Hill is removed and Ashley Green stays in the Green Belt is 
surely the wrong way around. How can the Council meet its local affordable housing need? The New Community 
Infrastructure levy should be set at an appropriate level to enable the required numbers of houses to be paid for, 
taking into account existing reserves. Nominations for Local Measures I hope to persuade Ashley Green Parish Council 
to instigate the preparation of a neighbourhood plan. Infrastructure Delivery Response to the Draft Local Plan 2014-
2036 Regulation 18 The consequential infrastructure requirements should be identified, resourced, constructed and 
commissioned in parallel or in advance of major housing and/or employment development processes. 

Rep4242 Mr & 
Mrs David and 
Georgina 
Rowark 

We write to express our concern regarding plans to build houses on the site of Wicks Garage from where Great 
Missenden Garage currently operates. We are regular customers of Great Missenden Garage (having three cars within 
our family alone) and if this site is built upon, there is no other commercial land nearby where the garage can trade 
from. This will impact not only the owners of this business, but also the countless number of loyal customers who 
regularly rely on the first class service provided by them. We would urge you to reconsider your plans.  

  

Rep4243 Mrs 
Lynda 
Cracknell 

I am not against development, But I consider that the proposed scale of this development and its location is wholly 
inappropriate regarding this unique and precious local environment. It poses a grave threat to The Chess Valley and 
surrounding areas and raises serious questions regarding the responsibilities of Chiltern District Council. To what extent 
has the Chilterns Conservation Board been involved in the development of this plan. Their website says: The Chilterns 
Conservation Board is an independent body established by Parliamentary Order in July 2004, and has 27 members, all 
drawn from local communities. The Board’s purposes are given in Section 87 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 
2000: It is the duty of a conservation board, in the exercise of their functions, to have regard to: 1. The purpose of 
conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the area of outstanding natural beauty, and 2. the purpose of 
increasing the understanding and enjoyment by the public of the special qualities of the area of outstanding natural 
beauty. With this in mind, I believe that : Chiltern District Council should protect existing Green Belt not try to declassify 
it. Chiltern District Council should also protect existing AONB (Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty) not seek to destroy 
it. Furthermore, Chiltern District Council should seek to protect any effects on the Conservation areas; such proposed 
development will irrevocably change the quality of the Conservation area. It goes without saying that the effects on 
healthcare, education, traffic, transport, sports and recreation, social care, water and waste water and waste 
management will be considerable and have significant further impact on the areas concerned. Clearly development is 
required for residential and to an extent employment in the country at large, however, I cannot believe that there are 
not areas where the environmental and AONB/Conservation effects would be far less dramatic. This is not a case of 
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’not in my back yard’, it is a matter of the destruction of unique natural resources. I would ask Chiltern District Council 
to seriously review their plans in the light of the above. Furthermore, I would request that a more in depth 
consultation/notification plan be created for all affected residents so that timely and adequate responses can be given. 
I say this because Chenies Parish Council have made no real attempt to inform their parish residents of the plan in a 
way which facilitates adequate consideration of a response to the consultation invitation.  

Rep4245 Emily 
Curtiss 

 I have just heard about plans to build a housing estate over Westwood Park which I am totally opposed to! This is a 
park where my 7 year old son is able to play football with a decent team in all weather's and seasons, a sport he loves 
and gets good exercise from. There is nowhere close by that offers this wonderful facilitity and we will be devastated to 
lose this ground. Please reconsider an alternative option, many children, adults and dog walkers enjoy the beauty of 
this spot.  

  

Rep4246 Mr 
Richard Butler 
Bidwells on 
behalf of Mr 
Nigel Benger 
Glebe Officer 
St Albans 
Diocesan 
Board of 
Finance 

Bidwells represents the St Albans Diocesan Board of Finance's land interest in a number of locations across the region. 
For the purpose of these representations the primary concern is a large area of land to the east of Chesham known as 
Cowcroft and Dungrove Farms, which is within the ownership of the Board. This land was submitted to Chiltern District 
Council within the previous Call for Sites exercise; however the land was not presented as an option within the current 
Issues and Options document. The comments to follow consider the general approach adopted in the joint Local Plan 
for South Bucks and Chiltern and also make observations with regards to the land described above above. We support 
the proposal to produce a joint Local Plan; this provides many benefits with regards to cross boundary issues, 
consideration of delivering housing within a strategic housing market area, and a shared interest in resolving cross-
boundary matters. Whilst we hold some concern over the evidence base to establish the Objectively Assessed Need, 
and whether this reflects an accurate picture of the fully assessed housing need, in view of the historic delivery of 
housing and the lack of supply of affordable housing within the districts, the comments below specifically concentrate 
on the Board's land at Chesham. Question 5: The Spatial Strategy Options provide a good range of approaches to 
achieve a sustainable strategy for growth. We have the following comments: Option A - This is likely to be the most 
sustainable option for growth, concentrating on intensifying the provision of housing within established areas where 
infrastructure and services are already provided and the environmental impacts of development are likely to be less. 
However, the capacity within existing built-up areas will only be able to deliver a proportion of housing and 
employment land to meet the objectively assessed need for the areas. Whilst this option should form an integral part 
to the strategy, it alone will not be sufficient to meet need. Option B - There is some concern with this option, and 
limited information is given as to how this approach would genuinely deliver development. It is likely that this approach 
will concentrate on sensitive areas such as Heritage and Conservation Areas, and harm may result meaning the 
approach is not sustainable. However, previous designations should be tested to ensure they are still performing the 
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desired role. This would be similar to the previously referenced Green Belt review, where tests against the policy 
intentions are made. Another example would be the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The districts are constrained 
by this designation; however, in some cases the boundary of this designation makes no reference to the actual 
situation on the ground, and is merely a line drawn on a plan. A review of such designations may enable the constraints 
to be fully upheld where appropriate, but also removed where they are not performing their function. The Board land 
at Cowcroft and Dunston is an area where an AONB designation applies. Should sensitive consideration be given to the 
area of constraint, significant areas of land could be unlocked to allow sustainable development. Option C - This 
approach is likely to deliver genuine growth where the capacity of the existing built-up settlements cannot deliver. Well 
planned growth, to the edges of the largest settlements should allow a sustainable pattern of development that would 
retain the benefits of the existing settlements, such as transport, education and other infrastructure. Option D - The 
approach of focussing development to the edge of the plan areas adjoining neighbouring districts can form an 
appropriate approach for delivering growth, but this must be as a result of agreement under the duty to cooperate and 
an understanding that this may more appropriately be delivering against the housing need of the neighbouring 
authority and not only that of the joints South Bucks and Chiltern Plan area. Option E - The provision of development at 
a larger range of settlements, will result in a more sustainable spread of development, enhancing opportunities to 
support smaller settlements in the provision of services and affordable housing, allowing generations of familes to 
remain within the settlements. Option F, G, H and I - This option follows the approach as noted in E, but applies to 
settlements entirely washed over by the Green Belt; similar benefits can be achieved, although a proportionate 
approach must be taken. Option J - This option is very well connected to option C above, and should be used as a 
primary driver in the identification of sites in option C. The identification of sites close to train stations will enable 
highly sustainable sites to be considered and ensure growth is achieved in the best locations. Option J should be 
incorporated into Option C rather than considered in isolation. The land at Cowcroft and Dungrove is especially well 
located with regards to Chesham Train Station, where connections to London are very good. The development of 
higher densities at communter locations is a matter that is currently being consulted on with amendements to the 
NPPF; this highlight the postive weight that should be given to such locations when considering development. In 
considering the above options and the priority which should be given to each, we propose the most sustainable 
approach for the Spatial Strategy would be to consider the options in the following order: A, C with J, E, F, I and then G. 
Question 6: We are concerned at the pattern of development being applied as options for Chesham at Appendix 2 and 
3; specifically there is one option for housing and one for employment land, both situated to the north / east of the 
settlement. These locations are farthest from the train station and do not necessarily form the most suitable location 
for development with selection influenced by the non-designation as an AONB, rather than the positive relationship to 
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the main settlement. In contrast the site at Cowcroft and Dungrove has a very good relationship to Chesham, by being 
bordered on most boundaries by the existing urban areas of the settlement and also very well located with regards to 
the train station. For this reason we suggest the site should be given further consideration. The main issue against the 
site is the AONB designation, however, appendix 4 and 5 contain sites at Chalfont St Giles and Little Chalfont that are 
also within the AONB and these have been consulted on within the document. It is important to note that it is not the 
intention to develop the entire site at Cowcroft and Dungrove, but instead highlight the opportunity for a sustainable 
option for allocation of growth at an appropriate scale for Chesham. 

Rep4247 Mrs 
Karen 
McKenzie 
Rep4252 Mr 
Rob McKenzie 

I am totally against the further development of Little Chalfont which involves using existing green belt land and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty for any sort of development including additional housing, infrastructure or employment 
development. The key reasons are as follows :- The green belt and AONB were created to constrain future building and 
protect for future generations large areas of natural beauty. The Chilterns are one of the few areas close to London 
itself that both give local people and visitors who live in London the opportunity to get away from the City and 
experience stunning landscapes and vistas. Hundreds of Thousands of people visit this area to be able to walk through 
countryside away from housing development. Little Chalfont was always designed to be a Village and was provided 
with the appropriate infrastructure for a village. There have recently been over 300 new houses added or planned in 
the area equating to an increase of over 12%. This has already highlighted the constraints on the infrastructre and the 
45 new homes just behind Chenies parade are not yet occupied ! Quite honestly, the village is barely coping with the 
current level of population and the main road through Little Chalfont is regularly brought to a standstill simply because 
of weight of traffic. There are regular queues to park next to the Village shop, Parking adjacent to the library can be full, 
the traffic on the A404 is getting heavier and passes right through the centre of the village, again resulting in queueing 
androad repairs, the trains are full in rush hour with no seats much after 07h00, doctors and dentist times to get an 
appointment are getting harder and longer, the schools are all nearing capacity and their ‘actual’ catchment area is 
getting smaller. Other infrastructure such as sport and recreation, social care, waste water have all got limits. If the 
green belt land is used for development it will be lost forever and future generations will be left wondering how such 
environmentally insensitive decisions were taken. 

  

Rep4248 Mrs 
Elizabeth 
Bamford 

Overall I am in support of the need for more employment and housing sites, particularly affordable and to meet the 
needs of older people in the case of the latter, with the proviso that green belt and the areas of outstanding natural 
beauty are maintained for the benefit of both residents and visitors to the area. With reference to question 4, in 
addition to the existing strategy and objectives, I believe consideration of the impact of the plan on the traffic using the 
roads surrounding junction 17 and 18 of the M25 and also on the Metropolitan line / station car parks should be added. 
The predominantly single track route from junction 17 of the M25 to the proposed areas of development via Long Lane, 
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The Swillett and Burtons Lane is unsuitable for any increase in traffic and there is already significant congestion on the 
A404 in peak hours as it travels towards junction 18 from Little Chalfont. Whilst development close to train stations has 
the advantage of reducing the impact on road traffic, it should be considered that the Amersham branch of the 
Metropolitan line and associated car parks are at capacity during peak travel periods. With reference to question 5, I 
favour firstly option A, which makes more effective and efficient use of land within existing built up areas, then option J 
assuming it does not encroach on the Green Belt or AONB and the impact on the Metropolitan line / overground trains 
is reviewed and finally option K (elements i, v and vi). With reference to question 7, in view of the high proportion of 
important Greeen Belt and AONB land within the Chiltern area, I agree with the view that there is no scope to 
accommodate needs from adjacent areas and indeed the Council should also consider whether Chiltern/South Bucks 
needs can be met by areas where the proportion of Green Belt / AONB land is lower. 

Rep4249 Mr 
Luke Vallins 
Terence 
O’Rourke Ltd 
on behalf of 
Mr & Mrs 
Chris and 
Caroline Hart 

We write on behalf of Mr & Mrs Hart, representing the owners of land off Village Road, Coleshill in response to the 
initial consultation on the Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. Question 2: Do you have any comments on the 
draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether 
additional sites should be added? In order to address the pressing need for housing in the plan area, it is important that 
the final Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) has undertaken a thorough assessment of all 
potential development options within the districts, including potential sites within the Green Belt. This should include 
an objective assessment of the suitability, potential and, most importantly, deliverability of sites to meet a range of 
housing needs. This assessment should include previously developed as well as greenfield sites in sustainable locations, 
including land and sites in rural settlements with capacity to accept limited developments, including those 'washed 
over' by Green Belt designation. It is understood that an assessment of all such greenfield sites is an objective of Part 2 
of the Green Belt Assessment, which is due to follow the assessment of sites within built up areas and on previously 
developed land now being carried out as Part 1 (published as part of this consultation). This extended assessment is 
welcomed but any delay in carrying it out should not be reason to delay the consideration of suitable individual 
development sites during the interim. Irrespective of the outcome of the final HELAA, it must be made clear that in a 
constantly changing area of development demand, the broad conclusion reached within the HELAA is a guide only, it 
does not constitute allocations and should not be considered a final say on the planning merits of a site. Further 
applications for development should still be accepted for consideration by the local planning authority to be considered 
on individual merit against need and constraints applicable at the time of submission. As the current draft of the HELAA 
only considers sites within built up areas or previously developed land in the Green Belt, which excludes our client's 
land interest, we look forward to participating in the next iteration of the HELAA that is due to consider the 
development potential of undeveloped sites within existing settlements not considered 'built-up'. We will be grateful if 
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you will inform us when this assessment will take place. Our client's site was submitted as part of the March 2015 "Call 
for Sites" consultation (Land off Village Road, Coleshill - site reference CD0059) and is a relatively discreet and small 
infill site of 0.49 hectares that is capable of delivering a form of housing that will be well placed within as well as 
complement the existing streetscape. We consider the site has potential to make an appropriate contribution towards 
a sector of the districts' housing needs, whilst also assisting the sustainability of the settlement itself. There are a 
number of opportunities for infill developments on a range of sites, previously developed and greenfield, within 
settlements in the Green Belt across the plan area that have not previously been identified by the council as 
development locations. While no scheme individually will deliver a sizeable number of residential units, collectively 
they can make a significant contribution towards district need. Such schemes can assist in maintaining mixed, balanced 
and sustainable rural communities, a key growth objective outlined within section 6 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF), specifically paragraphs and 50 and 55. It is important to note that the NPPF does not state that sites 
within the Green Belt that do not constitute previously development land should only be developed in very special 
circumstances, as stated in table 3 "Sites Excluded at Stage 1" of the draft HELAA. Instead, the NPPF at paragraph 89 
identifies a range of developments that should be regarded as not inappropriate in the Green Belt; this includes 
"limited infilling in villages". There is no distinguishing between previously developed or greenfield land, and so the 
construction of new buildings on greenfield sites can be considered appropriate development in certain circumstances. 
It is important that this potential misinterpretation is clarified in the next iteration of the HELAA. 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. Our client is generally supportive of 
the proposed approach to establish a Joint Local Plan Vision and Objectives for Chiltern and South Bucks, through the 
undertaking of a review of the relevant adopted Core Strategies; factoring in changes in national policy and guidance, 
other points made through previous representations and emerging evidence that the councils are jointly preparing. 
This process should be undertaken ensuring that the Vision and Objectives for the Joint Local Plan are reflective of and 
respond to the key issues and challenges facing each area individually and collectively. As our client's site falls within 
Chiltern, this response is largely focused on the Vision, Objectives and Spatial Strategy in relation to the Chiltern Core 
Strategy. However, comment is also made on key parts of the South Bucks Core Strategy. Our client is generally 
supportive of the Vision set out in the Chiltern Core Strategy, particularly the need for sustainable, attractive and 
vibrant town and village centres. To achieve this vision, as well as support and maintain existing facilities and provide 
new facilities to meet the needs of local residents, it is essential that adequate housing is provided throughout the plan 
area to meet a range of housing needs. This includes the need for some additional housing in villages in the Green Belt, 
on both previously developed and greenfield sites. Whilst there is a presumption to restrict inappropriate 
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development, there are locations and circumstances where development can be accommodated without harm to the 
purpose and function of the Green Belt, and also where development could contribute positively to a balanced 
community and sustainability, as well as overall housing need. It would therefore be beneficial if a further vision 
statement could be made that took a more comprehensive approach to new housing provision, including a positive 
approach to Green Belt use. In terms of the findings identified from earlier consultation exercises, our client is 
supportive of the purpose of ensuring the overall protection of the Green Belt and Chilterns Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB) from inappropriate development but does not believe this should be interpreted as 
preservation or no change. There is a need to recognise opportunities for sustainable development in all parts of the 
district, including Green Belt, to contribute a mixed range of tenures to the district's housing need and not only support 
the functions of existing towns but also rural villages and their respective services. Our client supports the view that 
Green Belt protection should be considered and balanced in the context of the overall development needs of the plan 
area, and as a consequence, sufficient flexibility should be incorporated into the Local Plan's vision, objectives and 
policies to allow both previously developed and limited greenfield sites to come forward in the Green Belt. Our client is 
also generally supportive of the existing objectives in the Chiltern Core Strategy, but as a general point, considers that 
the objectives in both the Chiltern and South Bucks Core Strategies Classification: OFFICIAL Classification: OFFICIAL 5 
should be reviewed in light of the requirements of cooperation, the NPPF and accompanying National Planning Practice 
Guidance (NPPG): in particular, objective 1 of the Chiltern Core Strategy should maintain sustainable rural communities 
in accordance with the requirements of section 6 of the NPPF ('Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes'). It 
should more closely reflect the requirement of the NPPG to meet the full, objectively assessed needs for market and 
affordable housing in the plan area and not just a proportion of the need most easily provided for as urban extensions. 
It should seek to provide housing within urban and rural areas to meet the requirements of all communities and market 
needs in accord with the NPPF. Whilst we generally support the objective to steer development to the most sustainable 
locations, it must be recognised that this will include rural as well as urban areas (in accordance with paragraph 55 of 
the NPPF). Our client supports the objective to conserve and enhance the Chilterns AONB, but this can only be done if 
the local communities within are allowed to become more sustainable. We support the need to retain and improve, 
and where possible add services and facilities that support local communities. A number of villages in the district, 
including those within the Green Belt and AONB, have a range of services that need to be supported if they are to be 
retained for the long term and this can only be achieved through the provision of some appropriate and mixed forms of 
housing development. Our client is generally supportive of the authority's Spatial Strategy but believes that in light of 
the impending Phase 2 Green Belt Assessment, coupled with the council's acknowledgment of the significant gap of 
unmet development needs outlined within the draft HELAA, unless further site options can be identified or new 
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development opportunities can be provided on greenfield sites in the Green Belt, this gap will not be addressed. This is 
a pressing issue and highlights the importance of identifying a range of sites across the plan area and settlement 
hierarchy to meet the identified housing need. The allocation of sites on the edge of existing larger settlements will 
attract development that meets only one sector of that need. In light of this, there is a need for some rewording at the 
end of the penultimate sentence of the Spatial Strategy in the Chiltern Spatial Strategy (Policy CS1: The Spatial Strategy) 
suggested as follows: "Some redevelopment and infilling is planned for identified previously developed and greenfield 
sites in the Green Belt". There is also a need for new supporting text for the Spatial Strategy in the section titled 
"Limited Development Elsewhere" to read: "As identified through the Green Belt Assessment, there are opportunities 
to deliver housing on previously developed and greenfield sites in the Green Belt, including suitable infill 
developments." With regards to the South Bucks Core Strategy, there is a need for the first sentence in the "Living 
Environment" section of the Vision and Strategic Objectives to be amended as follows: "The Green Belt will have been 
protected with new development in the Green Belt accommodated on previously developed land and appropriate 
greenfield sites within existing settlements". Objective 10 "Living Environment" should be amended to take account of 
the Green Belt Assessment and opportunities through this to deliver new housing on previously developed and 
appropriate greenfield sites. In addition, the Spatial Strategy will need to be amended to reflect the above comments. 
This should take account of services (new and old) that can be supported by new housing in towns and villages. 
Classification: OFFICIAL Classification: OFFICIAL 6 Overall, it is essential that a unified Vision, Objections and Spatial 
Strategy are formulated that reflect the need to deliver additional housing in sustainable locations, including previously 
developed and greenfield sites across the plan area as a whole, making use of existing opportunities. 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? Our client is especially supportive 
of Option L (a combination of all options), believing that this is the most appropriate way of ensuring that the diversity 
of housing needs across the plan area as a whole can be met in a range of sustainable locations. It is considered that to 
take forward an option that is not comprehensive will not address all housing needs across the entire plan area. By 
adopting a combined approach, the councils will be better placed to ensure all needs are met. Consultation responses 
received in respect of earlier exercises undertaken by both Chiltern and South Bucks councils indicate that both 
communities accept some loss of Green Belt land in a balance with how best that is achieved alongside other 
sustainable objectives. There are exceptional circumstances to review the Green Belt as this is necessary to meet 
identified need across the full spectrum of local communities. Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options 
generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options? Our client is supportive of Option H 
(review the scope for allowing limited infilling within villages and generally built up frontages within the Green Belt) 
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through a review of the scope for allowing limited infilling within villages and generally built up frontages within the 
Green Belt. It is considered that this will result in the delivery of sites in existing gaps and result in housing that is well 
related to existing development, complement the existing streetscape, and support the functioning of small villages. In 
fact, due to the form of some settlements, it is recommended that new development is located in villages in a form 
that best fits its character, constraints and need. Delivering small-scale development in this way will ensure that 
development is planned and sustainable, whilst supporting existing villages, communities and the services within them. 
In addition, as outlined in response to question 5, Option L is also supported and is considered to be the most 
appropriate way of planning for the needs of the plan area as a whole across the plan period. Question 15: Do you have 
a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7? Development in the Green Belt: The content of this policy 
should not be limited solely to paragraphs 79 to 82 of the NPPF because, as outlined within paragraph 6 of the NPPF, 
"The policies in paragraphs 18 to 219, taken as a whole, constitute the Government’s view of what sustainable 
development in England means in practice for the planning system." In light of this, all paragraphs in the NPPF should 
be considered as a whole when determining locations for new development in the rural area and not simply those that 
make specific reference to Green Belt. Classification: OFFICIAL Classification: OFFICIAL 7 Infilling within Rows of 
Development within the Green Belt: Our client is supportive of the introduction of a policy to interpret paragraph 89 
(bullet 5) of the NPPF, which states that limited infilling in villages is not inappropriate development in the Green Belt. 
It is, however, important that the policy wording and supportive text refers not only to frontage development but that 
it allows other development forms appropriate to the specific characteristics of a settlement. This is because, as 
identified earlier, there is a significant level of unmet development need and potential in the plan area. Consequently 
there is a need for this policy to be flexible to allow sites to come forward adjoining existing development, or gaps in 
settlements, as well as apply across all parts of the settlement hierarchy. The construction of dwellings or other 
permanent buildings within an existing gap in an otherwise developed frontage comprising other existing dwellings or 
buildings will ensure that the policy is more responsive to site / location characteristics and reflects the fact that a 
frontage cannot be fully developed if infill development is not possible. Logical infill development in villages with a 
range of services can play their part in meeting the objectively assessed need in the plan area, as well as ensure 
support for local services and the vitality of villages without compromising the purposes of the Green Belt, the 
character of villages, or the surrounding countryside. In addition, given that the latest Housing Land Supply Trajectory 
(2014) acknowledges that over 30% of all housing delivered since 1996 was delivered on small windfall sites, it is 
important that this is taken into account in delivering a long-term sustainable development strategy for the plan area. 
In particular, due regard should be paid to the needs of rural communities, including those currently affected by 
restrictive policies associated with Green Belt and AONB. We consider that these changes will encourage further 
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sustainable development in small villages, enhancing and maintaining the vitality of rural communities in accordance 
with the NPPF. Affordable Housing and Starter Homes: So as to ensure the viability of housing schemes, particularly 
small housing schemes, and assist in their delivery, it is important that appropriate affordable housing thresholds / 
contributions are set out in policy. Irrespective of the outcome of the government's appeal against a High Court ruling 
that small developments should not be exempt from affordable housing contributions, our client believes that 
affordable housing contributions should not be sought on schemes of less than 10 units, or less than 5 units in 
designated rural areas. Residential Uses: Our client supports the intent of this policy, particularly as it seeks to 
encourage appropriate infilling and redevelopment to make more efficient use of residential land. In order to ensure 
that this policy is compatible with the Green Belt Assessment, as well as the councils acknowledgement that it will be 
unable able to deliver the housing required to meet its housing need, it is essential that this policy refers to infilling on 
both previously developed and greenfield sites. It is also important that the flexibility sought from the "Infilling within 
Rows of Development within the Green Belt" policy is incorporated into this policy for the reasons referred to above. 
Classification: OFFICIAL Classification: OFFICIAL 8 Chilterns AONB: Our client is supportive of the intent of this policy by 
ensuring that the special landscape character and setting of the Chilterns AONB is conserved and enhanced. It is, 
however, important to acknowledge that the councils are required to deliver a significant amount of housing over the 
plan period and this is given appropriate weight in decisions. The provision of new development is not however 
harmful to AONB objectives per se according to individual circumstance. Question 16: Do you have any comments on 
the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? If the councils decide to introduce 
a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL), it is important that charges for different areas or types of development, as set 
out in an adopted charging schedule, are set at appropriate rates that do not give rise to a lack of viability and that are 
justified by a strong evidence base. It is important that the development industry, landowners and the community are 
involved in the CIL process as early as possible to ensure that any proposed rates do not compromise the viability of 
schemes and the levy is reflective of local needs. Viability is a key constraint to the delivery of small residential schemes 
in particular and the introduction of a charge that would deter their delivery, or make such schemes unviable in their 
entirety, should not be applied, as outlined within the CIL regulations. Question 17: Do you have any other points you 
would like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any 
challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? Key challenges the Local Plan 
should address include the need to provide housing throughout the district in a range of sustainable locations, both in 
urban and rural areas, to support local communities. In addition, our client believes that there is a need to review areas 
of development constraint, including AONB, which may present opportunities for development to meet the district's 
needs. 
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Rep4250 
Rajeev Patel 

I object to the planned building of houses on the Westwood Patk site.  
  

Rep4251 Parul 
Patel 

I object to the planning of houses being built on the westwood park site.  
  

Rep4253 Mr 
Richard 
Liversedge 

Insofar as population expansion deems it imperative I would make the following observations 1General. Area 
Development Excessive building in the South East is uneccessary New technologies will bring about new methods of 
communication ie. Internet expansion,holograms for business meetings, planned rail improvement Green Belt 
importance Green Belts were set up with considerable forethought and are the lungs of the city and should not be 
compromised Chiltern Area of Natural beauty These are sacrosanct. They are the envy of many European cities where 
excess development has occurred and must not be tampered with Recommendations Spatial Strategy Building 
expansion should preferably take place on existing built up areas. I support mayor Johnsons recommendations for 
increasing the height of residential dwellings viz flats at Richmond Park and at Swiss Cottage. I am aware that council 
flats get trashed by hooligans but this could be countered by security staff. Young Marrieds ,singles ,childless couples 
and the elderly are happy to have a view. Consider Roads in the sky developments. My father,a structural engineer 
built several successful progects in Sheffield and Brighton in the 1960's whereby cars could be driven up a ramp and 
parked outside the front door as in a multi-storey car park Conclusion. Don't build on areas of natural beauty Prefer 
Brown areas to develop Don't expand or tamper with villages to destroy their character  

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

Rep4254 Mr 
William Page 

I write with regard to your wish to make the site of Great Missenden (“Wicks”) Garage a potential location for housing. 
The loss of this valuable facility would be a significant blow to the village as there is no similar operation in walking 
distance for local residents. This is not a sensible proposal and it should be rejected/abandoned.  

  

Rep4255 Alex 
Loli 

I was born in 1996 and live in Little Chalfont, I went to school here and I totally love the village way of life, which is in 
danger of being destroyed by the possible removal of the green belt that surrounds it. Why do you want to destroy 
such a valuable and beautiful part of the county. This area gets huge amounts of walkers, cyclist every week to walk 
and cycle the beautiful countryside. They spend huge amounts of money in the local shops and pubs. They want to see 
rolling hills not houses and warehouses. I can understand that the council needs land but to remove the green belt 
would destroy the character of the area. From information given, Little Chalfont compared to Amersham and Chesham 
has had more than its fair share of new housing in recent years with the Donkey Field and the Sawmills sites. Over the 
last 10 years this has risen by 12.4% whereas Amersham and Chesham’s increase is only 2% and 4%. Do you think that 
is a fair divide? The area is already overcrowded, transport into London by underground is a nightmare, you can hardly 
get on a train at peak times never mind get a seat. Parking in Little Chalfont is well nigh impossible both for the shops 
and the station. The A404 is already congested and any new housing would just make the problem worse. The roads 

 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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mentioned as ‘boundaries’ are narrow country lanes. Lodge Lane is narrow and gets even narrower at the railway 
bridge, is TFL going to widen the bridge? Roughwood Lane is a rat run at the best of times, it is a single track with 
passing spaces, how are these going to cope with extra traffic? The fields on Long Walk through the old golf course up 
to the railway line are one of the sites mentioned. However both Long Walk and Loudhams Wood Lane are private 
roads with no right of access to other people. Traffic would have to use either Lodge Lane or Burtons Lane, a road 
nowhere near wide enough. All of these roads have sections with no pavements, what about safety for walkers, cyclists 
and horse riders who use the country side. What about schools for all these children, both primary and secondary are 
oversubscribed. What about extra doctors and dentists to cope with this influx of people. There is no mention of that. 
Why have Arup divided up existing areas of green belt into small chunks, is that a way to make planning permission 
easier to obtain? These areas of green belt should be viewed, as a whole and we should be applauding how well the 
green belt has worked in keeping urban sprawl at bay, not destroying it.  

Rep4256 
Alexander 
Robertson 

I am 6 years old and I think we should save our green belt land! Little Chalfont is a nice place to Live! I am happy here! 
Leave the green belt alone!    

Rep4258 
George 
Robertson 

I am 4 years old, I live in Lodge Lane. Please leave our fields alone. Don't dig them up to build houses. There is enough. 
We should be keeping our green belt safe or it will be lost forever !!    

Rep4259 
Simon Temple 

I wish to comment on the Local Plan and in particular on the `Planned Areas for Testing For Residential Development’ 
and `Planned Areas For Search for Employment Development.’ • On no account should one square inch of designated 
Green Belt be compromised or released for a supposed housing need. Our forebears had great wisdom in creating the 
Green Belt to prevent `urban sprawl.’ Those of significantly less wisdom today should not be allowed to compromise 
this in any way whatsoever. • Much of the land around Little Chalfont including that to the west of Stony Lane and that 
either side of the A404 east of the village is in the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and this wonderful local 
asset should not be destroyed or compromised. • Little Chalfont has taken a huge amount of new housing in recent 
times particularly at Bell Lane, Chenies Parade and Donkey Field. The village must be entirely removed from the short 
list of settlements for Growth in the Council’s Core Strategy. • Have any members of the Council driven along the A404 
through Little Chalfont at peak times? If they have they will know that it can take 45 minutes or more to get to and 
from Junction 18 of the M25 and from this Junction back to Little Chalfont. Local roads and other infrastructure are 
already beyond an acceptable level of stress and making living in the area a lot less pleasant than was the case several 
years ago. • I feel very strongly that absolutely no new housing or commercial development should be permitted 
around Little Chalfont just because the Council is being pressured by a Government whose only desire appears to be to 
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concrete over our rural spaces in the search for `economic growth’ and for its failure to control UK borders. I request 
that my comments and views are fully considered and acted upon as part of this Consultation.  

Rep4260 Mr 
Mark Avery 

Reasons for objection: Chesham is a small town at the bottom of a valley surrounded by green belt land. This should be 
respected and protected and at the very last resort we should choose green belt land for housing. Green Belt is 
paramount to essence of our community and it there to ensure that the countryside and small towns don’t become 
sprawls of built up areas. This appears a lazy or quick fix way of achieving the housing goals. I am not against the 
introduction of new housing - our town needs to evolve but it needs to do so in consideration of our current problems - 
we have major infrastructure problems and a town centre failing and unattractive. Life and energy needs to be poured 
into our town but not to the detriment of our countryside. Chesham as a town does not have the infrastructure 
currently to support the current population with the amount of traffic, schoolchildren places and local amenities. Our 
valley landscape with the town at the bottom means you it is harder to solve infrastructure problems but building 
1,000 houses at the top of one hill is not the solution. Infrastructure Issues 1,000 new houses brings 2,000 new cars and 
our roads can’t cope with current traffic levels. We have 5 roads feeding our town and everyone has problems that 
need to be solved first. 1. WhiteHill is too narrow and can become heavily congested due to road crossing 2. Eskdale 
Avenue (which is defined as a B road) is not even a full road - it has residential cars parked along part of it and car 
parked diagonally that intrude into the road. Many times large vehicles drive down this road encroaching on the 
opposite side and cars and forced into the kerb. The top of Eskdale Ave & Manor Way is used as the 6th form car park 
for Chesham Grammar. It should even be defined as a B road and if we build 1,000 in the hilltop /Orchard Leigh area 
more cards will be driving down this road. and 3. Missenden Road - this is quite inaccessible to access already and feed 
into a dual carriage road that does not have the width for two cars to travel next to each other. Again larger vehicle 
force standard cards to encroach the road. This road needs to be widened ASAP. Ashley Green Road and Vale Road 
(where new industrial area) all feed into very congested area 4. Site proposed is particularly unsuitable. One would 
assume these properties would have to be approached from Lycrome Road, Lye Green Road or ridiculously past 
Brushwood School. All roads are to narrow to support any further traffic. Schools Issues 1. Every school is over 
subscribed that unless you live in catchment to your school of choice it is not possible. So you don’t actually have any 
choice. 2. Birth rates have been on the rise so the problem is only going to get greater and with 1,000 new house brings 
2,000 on average new school children. We would need a new primary school and secondary school to cope with the 
increased numbers Chesham needs to aspire to be like Berkhamstead - a up and coming lively town with independent 
business and houses that have a long -standing desirabilty and are not too crammed together with no parking. We do 
not want to create a soulless 'Aylesbury Vale’ type housing stock that we turn into the slums of the future! Chesham 
can not deliver the numbers demanded. We can deliver housing but not in one big area to the detriment of our 
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community green belt - it should remain PROTECTED. Instead please try and resolve our housing demand through other 
means - extend existing industrial areas, use existing brown sites, focus on solving planning issues on those brown sites. 
For example, the industrial area down Waterside could be extended over that farmland for example. Please don’t sell 
out our town to large developers and change it forever. You have a responsibility to improve and protect Chesham and 
that includes it green belt land.  

Rep4261 
Florie Moir 

I disagree with the finding 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. [Remainder of representation is the same as Rep3166. Please see Rep3166.] 

  

Rep4262 Mrs 
B Rowett 
Prestwood 
Revitalisation 
Group 

Prestwood Revitalisation Group comments for consultation submission Development Needs in Chiltern and South 
Bucks Districts to 2036 Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic 
market areas being used, on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the 
next stages of the Joint Local Plan process? Local needs: such as affordable housing for key workers, to be provided 
locally, within the district, not sent to Aylesbury. The high cost of housing in Chiltern is making it difficult to recruit 
teachers, emergency service workers, etc. Development Opportunities Question 2: Do you have any comments on the 
draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether 
additional sites should be added? Previous SHLAA, garden-grabbing sites are not supported and were found 
undeliverable in the Delivery DPD. It is better to redevelop tired unsustainable housing stock to maximise use of 
housing land. 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? Proposed development for sites in the HELAA on allotments and green 
spaces within built up areas is not supported. The Great Missenden Parish Village Design Statement (GMPC VDS) 
outlines the need for social, recreational, cultural, educational and sports facilities within these areas. Site for 
redevelopment Redevelopment of the current social housing in Hazell Road is supported. From plans drawn up locally, 
it can be seen that this site could provide twice the amount of sustainable and better designed dwellings. A new school 
would provide sustainable housing in built up area. In Prestwood, moving the two schools to the south of the village, 
within the currently proposed development area for Prestwood in Appendix 2, would free up land within the built up 
area for new housing, retail and parking. This large urban extension site should be retained as an educational site 
allocation for a new Prestwood Combined Infant & Junior School, extending from the boundary of the Chiltern Way 
Federation School on Nairdwood Lane, to the boundary of the site recently refused consent for 76 houses. Proposed 
site for new Combined School in Prestwood Both village schools have access problems, so this site would provide an 
opportunity for a new village school that would be near to family housing so easier to walk to, could have an in and out 
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drop off facility and provide school places for all the children within catchment with better playing fields. Part of the 
Clare Road Junior School site could be freed up to allow access from Pepys Drive for more car parking for local 
shoppers, more shops within a walkway environment. Plans Vision and Objectives 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. The previous strategy and plans failed to 
incorporate the needs and desires of local people, as expressed in the Great Missenden Parish Village Design 
Statement. It is hoped that this Local Plan will include the requirements as defined, and locally consulted, in this 
document. See- http://www.greatmissendenpc.co.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2012/10/GreatMissendenParishVillageDesignStatementFinal.pdf Also the previous Market Town 
Health Check, local Vision CV4HP16- http://www.gmprg.org.uk/cv4hp16.html 
http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=1779&p=0 Spatial Strategy Options 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? Object to the proposed large urban 
extensions proposed in the consultation documents for the following reasons- pendix 2 for an urban 
extension in Prestwood is in the least sustainable location. Located on the settlement edge furthest away from away 
from the village centre will mean increased use of motor vehicles, rather than walking or cycling. 
location that can offer a potential site for a new combined school. 
new dwellings should become a Local Green Space, because that is how it has been used for the last thirty years. 
Developing large areas of new development is not good in terms of integration within the community, as explained in 
the GMPC VDS; smaller sites around the settlement areas deliver greater community cohesion. The first priority should 
be better use of land within the built up areas, then small sites around the edge of the settlement area. OPTION A. 
Relocating open spaces is not supported, Local Green Spaces in urban areas need to be better used to provide more 
community services. OPTION B. Disagree. The GMPC VDS states that new developments should respect the special 
character of the villages in the Parish and their position within the AONB and the importance residents attach to this. 
OPTION E: For Prestwood it is accepted that some small extensions of the built area may be necessary to provide for 
defined local needs. However, any further new development must create an opportunity to improve the character and 
quality of the village and contribute financially to improvements to the infrastructure, in particular to creating a focus 
for the village by a revitalised and defined village centre. OPTION K: All existing business and employment sites should 
be retained in order to give a full range of services to the large population of Prestwood and local employment. Options 
for Meeting Development Needs Outside of the Joint Local Plan Area Question 7: Do you have comments on the 
suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? Prestwood already has waiting lists for age restricted 
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properties, has lost many due to planning applications to change restriction conditions and does not has a nursing 
home nearby. These facilities need to be provided locally, it is too difficult for elderly family and friends to support and 
visit people put in care homes on the outskirts of Aylesbury or High Wycombe. Green Belt Assessment – Affordable 
Housing Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable 
housing need? Provision of starter homes restricted for young people who have grown up in the area. Local young 
people who want to make an independent start in life should have the opportunity to purchase starter homes in the 
Chiltern area, near to their friends and family. Promote sites for self build, especially carbon neutral projects. 8 Older 
Peoples Accommodation Question 10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly 
accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? The population trends show that there will be a 
significant requirement for homes for older people. New development of down-sizer, sheltered and care homes needs 
to be provided locally, within Chiltern District, to enable older people to continue to receive support from their existing 
infrastructure of family and friends. Planned work as part of the next stage of the Joint Local Plan Heritage Question 11: 
Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes 
to quality of life and our sense of place and community.? Development needs to retain and promote local character 
and distinctiveness; standard developer's generic designs should not be encouraged, this is an AONB and as such 
should demand the same high design standards as National Parks. New development should be of high quality design, 
respecting the locally vernacular and with reference to the Chilterns Conservation Board guidelines for materials and 
style. See Building Guidelines in the GMPC VDS- http://www.greatmissendenpc.co.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2012/10/GreatMissendenParishVillageDesignStatementFinal.pdf 9 Local Green Space Designations 
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. Land to south of Prestwood, recently had a blanket TPO as woodland 
should be preserved as a Local Green Space. Prestwood Common to stay a Local Green Space with improved buildings 
more sports and play facilities. 10 Local Measures Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? A 
number of such projects have been identified for Prestwood- 
more social area to encourage access by pedestrians and cyclists to alleviate parking problems. The first part of this 
project is currently underway as a Project to Create an Improved Village Centre for Prestwood, as a Focal Point for the 
Community with Improved Road Safety , the brief for which be seen at- http://prestwoodva.org.uk/a-new-heart-for-
prestwood/comment-page-1/ The findings and proposals for this project will be presented to a public meeting in 
Prestwood on 22 March 2016, to be followed by further consultation. 
Common, including a new community building with improved sport, play and recreational areas. 
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ways; a new cycle path from Prestwood to Great Missenden to improve connectivity and encourage commuters to 
cycle rather than driving to the station. 
a large educational site is proposed to proved better, more sustainable buildings, more sustainable access,( by having 
the school closer to the families using it) and improved sports facilities that could be shared with local sports groups. 
The site is also next to Chiltern Way Federation School, so some sharing of facilities may be possible. See question 6. 
If the above project were to go ahead Prestwood Infants School to be retained as a community space. 
protected Local Green Spaces for recreation such as the '76 houses site' off Lodge Lane. 11 
allotments in Green Belt locations, the area of allotments in Nairdwood Lane, , could be reduced to make a larger area 
for community use on Prestwood Common. 
rare plant and bird species and protect wildlife habitats should be identified and listed in the Local Plan. Development 
Management Policies Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7. Policies that 
require new development to fit sympathetically into the local context are supported. Where possible trees, hedges and 
grass verges should be retained and green spaces with tree planting encouraged. Developers should be made to 
reinstate areas of grass verge damaged by construction. Infrastructure Delivery Question 16: Do you have any 
comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? The level of 
potential new development in the District needs to be equalled by investment in the infrastructure and the public 
realm. When CDC have evaluated the increased revenue new development will deliver, it should inform communities 
how this may be of benefit to them. To enable revitalisation projects, such as town centre redesigns and road 
improvement schemes, developers of larger projects need to make contributions via a Community Infrastructure Levy 
or investment in projects so that new development is a benefit to all. 

Rep4263 
Rachel 
Lehman 

I am writing in regards to Emerging Local Plan (2016-2036). From what I understand, proposals in these plans identify 
areas in and surrounding Little Chalfont for housing and development-- areas which are currently part of the green belt. 
I am deeply concerned by this proposal for a number of reasons. My family and I currently live on Village Way in Little 
Chalfont. We live in this area largely because of the beautiful green areas on our doorstep. Our home backs up onto the 
golf course which is directly adjacent to one of the proposed building sites. At first, we were saddened by leaving the 
idyllic village of Chorleywood for Little Chalfont. There is less of a community here. Already, so many commuters and 
lorries pass through that there is a marked difference in attitude. Commuters and even residents who live further out 
of the village centre treat it differently. We witness littering and sometimes an obvious disregard for other members of 
the local community. Extending the village and adding to the traffic will only worsen these problems. Personally, I can 
only foresee this undermining the spirit of the local community and weakening the character of the existing village. It 
will, during the development and building require additional lorries and workers passing through. I believe building on 
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this area will change not only the geography, but also the spirit of Little Chalfont and its surrounding areas. What we 
love most and what makes it worth staying here, are the beautiful greenbelt areas surrounding us and the amazing 
biodiversity they enable. At present we have a notable population of recently repopulated red kites. These birds live in 
the fields behind our home, which as I mentioned run directly adjacent to the proposed area of building. There are 
both tawny owls and the currently endangered barn owls living in these lands. We've even had a heron visit our 
garden. Losing these lands means losing or displacing this beautiful wildlife. I'm not only saddened, but angry that 
protected lands are being considered for this project. I would also like to note the proximity of this proposed area to 
local schools. The land between the A404 and the tube station backs up onto Little Chalfont Primary School. At present, 
this is a brilliant school leading Buckinghamshire with it's star results. However, it is already at it's limit accommodating 
up to 34 students (above the national average) in its classes. Another of the proposed areas sits adjacent to Chenies-- 
which at present has a very small village school. It concerns me that my daughter may have to experience her primary 
school years adjacent to the development of this beautiful green area. It further concerns me that an area that is 
already struggling to meet the demands of a growing population will have to accommodate additional children and that 
the council is willing to make these sacrifices when it could just as easily invest in the existing village and community. 
Having only just become aware of this plan, I am afraid I do not have time to continue the many many points and 
concerns I have regarding this proposal. What I will add, is that there is already so much that needs addressing in Little 
Chalfont. There are empty shops (where The Hidden Tea Shop used to be). There is a poor pedestrian path along the 
tube area where streets do not drain properly. There is a very poor bus system, and a high number of lorries and 
commuters passing through. Little Chalfont and the surrounding areas are predominantly made up of families and 
people who work outside of the area. We live here BECAUSE of the easy access to countryside. I hope that the council 
will consider these points. 

Rep4265 Jayan 
Patel 

I object to the planned building of houses on the westwood park site. I plat football there every weekend! Where 
would I play otherwise. 

  

Rep4266 Ria 
Patel 

I object to the planned building of houses on the westwood park site. 
  

Rep4269 Mr & 
Mrs AJ and RD 
MacGillivray 

Please register our objections to the proposed designation of land for future development adjoining Stubbs Wood and 
neighbouring residential areas. 1) The area is currently green belt and an area of outsanding natural beauty Building 
upon it would destroy the entire concept of rural protection and reduce the environmental value enjoyed by residents 
for miles around Chesham Bois. 2) The steep wooded land in Blackwell Stubbs and surrounding fields is entirely 
unsuitable for development due to the excessive strain on existing and future infrastructure. 3) The present quiet 
enjoyment of residential homes in Stubbs Wood and adjoining roads would inevitably be damaged beyond repair by 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1087 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

converting green belt area of outstanding natural beauty into an area of increased urban density with inevitable 
increases in air, noise and light pollution. 4) In addition to the strain on infrastructure, additional service resources 
would be required to maintain law and order and public health. 

Rep4270 Beth 
/ Simon 
Williams / 
Page 

We write with regards to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan dated January / March 2016. I would like you to note 
my objection to the proposed employment area detailed on page 45 near Nashleigh Hill and towards the A41. The local 
road infrastructure is already overwhelmed by the existing demands placed upon it and can not sustain the inevitable 
additional traffic resulting from both the construction phase and the ongoing use of the site. One small set of 
roadworks on Broad Street can result in 30 minute tailbacks, the rubbish trucks regularly cause 2 mile tailbacks. The 
roads are in a terrible state as are the pavements which are treacherous to navigate - particularly with a pushchair, the 
council is unable to adequately upkeep the existing infrastructure. The road noise is significant along Vale Road as is, 
we have had to upgrade the windows which were already double glazed since moving in, this will only get worse. We 
also fail to understand how you would fill such a substantial business / industrial Park. Please note that the only plan 
we are aware of in the Vale area is that mentioned above where no development is to take place on the Nashleigh Hill 
recreation ground or any of the land behind the houses on Vale Road. There is some concern locally that this is your 
intention and I would like to strongly object to this should it be proposed. As residents of Vale Road any development 
of this land would significantly affect the value of our property which we purchased 6 months ago because of the views 
and on the understanding that the land was protected from development. The same traffic concerns would apply and 
the character of the Vale would be destroyed. If such a proposal does indeed exist I would be very concerned that it has 
not been properly communicated. We have checked both on line and reviewed the plans available at the local library in 
person. 

  

Rep4271 Mr 
Xin Fan 

Q8/17. Affordable housing is a pressing need, but it is absolutely critical that development takes place on sites as 
adjacent to existing built-up areas as possible. In particular, I am very alarmed by proposals in Little Chalfont to 
undesignate Green Belt land down into the valley of the River Chess. This is a slippery slope and makes zero sense in 
view of the intangible social and economic benefits brought by the panorama of unbroken valley slopes rolling down 
from the treeline visible at the top of Latimer Place. Latimer Place itself is a huge draw for corporate benefactors and 
private visitors for these very reasons. As a younger resident of the area I can surely say that to literally not see the 
wood for the trees in this case would deprive myself and many current and future residents of the very environment 
which we aspire to inhabit in future. We pull away from the hectic London conurbation towards areas like the Chiltern 
district for the very reason of faith in the intelligent management of development and the prevention of unsightly 
sprawl. In fact, failing to take these lifestyle preferences into consideration would be a shot in the foot for developers, 
as opening the way for the spoiling of the valley would in time knock a healthy sum off the value of the properties they 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1088 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

are hoping to build. It would make much more sense to taper development along the main trunk roads, between areas 
where development already exists - for instance gaps between railway track and existing housing estates. Build laterally 
instead - long villages, cf. the West Country, are more in harmony with English urban tradition than rippling sprawl. 
Acquisitioning land and building up into the Chess Valley, destroying the treeline, would be a disastrously false 
economy. I hope you will be wise enough to consider this. 

Rep4272 
Melanie 
Robinson 

 My main concern overall for both areas of development is that Chesham's infrastructure would not be able to handle 
1000 new homes and new businesses without significant investment alongside these developments. With one main 
route through the town there could conceivably be upto 2000 plus extra vehicles coming through Chesham daily during 
rush hour and unless new routes it a by-pass are put in place the whole town will be at a constant stand still. The 
sustainability report suggests that transport would not be affected but that is a ridiculous assumption. In addition the 
number of extra school places, doctors and dentists needs to be included as all of these facilities are already stretched 
to capacity currently. With regards to specific locations I do not support the use of the area along the Vale Rd. The 
access by road to that area is along very narrow roads from Hawridge and the access via Nashleigh hill means an 
increase in traffic to an already very congested part of the road network. Also this proposal would mean the loss of a 
recreational area which is very well used by residents in a part of town that is not really well served by any other 
facilities. A huge number of people walk their dogs in this area daily and it is a lovely place to walk without having to 
drive to get to. 

  

Rep4273 Mr 
Martin 
Aberson 

I have lived in Little Chalfont continuously since the age of 3, except for three years at University. I understand that the 
issues and options being considered for the Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire District Councils, which will have a 
major impact and will affect the village. I fully understand that there is a need for extra housing in the area, being close 
to London, attracts quite a few people this way. This is driving prices up more than in other areas. That will continue till 
the area is no long attractive or a major shift takes place in the housing market. While I would love to be able to afford 
to continue living here, it is more likely that I will move away from the area, to possibly return at some future date. If 
the options for testing become reality, the village will look and feel very different from the one I grew up in. The Village 
centre needs a serious makeover, it’s the centre because that’s where the shops and station are. It is not much of a 
destination. The main road (A404) dominates it and block any cohesion. Extending Little Chalfont beyond its urban 
boundaries without an overall design for the village will, over time, merge it with towns and villages in the ares and 
become part of London Suburbia. It will have a devastating effect on the environment, it will be unsustainable. The 
environmental harm and other harm as a result of release of Green Belt land, much of it AONB, does not represent the 
exceptional circumstances required. A better designed village centre with higher density and mixed households will be 
a much better prospect. It will be a place to consider to return to, not one to shy away from in the future. 
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Rep4274 Mrs 
Rebekah Jubb 
Bell Cornwell 
LLP on behalf 
of Careys New 
Homes 

This representation is submitted on behalf of our client Careys New Homes, who are promoting land at Narcot 
Nurseries, Narcot Lane, Chalfont St Giles for residential development. Representations were previously submitted on 
the site through the Development Management DPD consultation stages seeking the removal of the land from the 
Green Belt and its allocation for residential development. The site has been identified within the Draft Housing and 
Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA), January 2016 as site CD0028. We note that a separate consultation is 
taking place on the HELAA and we have submitted separate comments on this. Question 1: Do you have any comments 
on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or 
on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan process? We agree that Chiltern 
District fits within the Central Buckinghamshire housing and economic market area in terms of high levels assessments. 
However, it should not be assumed that delivering development in the adjacent areas outside the Chiltern boundaries 
would necessarily meet identified need for Chiltern. If Chiltern’s housing needs are not directly met within the District 
and are instead seen to be met by development some distance from the District boundaries it is likely that future 
housing needs assessments will identify that the current local need still exists and, indeed, has been exacerbated by 
ongoing lack of delivery within the District. Furthermore, Chiltern District in particular should also be looking at the 
potential for additional housing pressure to come from people looking to relocate to the District from larger 
surrounding towns such as High Wycombe and from London. The needs assessment must ensure that specific local 
needs for each District are identified so that they can be provided for within the Local Plan. Question 2: Do you have 
any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 
and whether additional sites should be added? We have submitted a separate consultation response with regard to the 
draft HELAA. In summary our view is that the HELAA does not represent a thorough and cohesive appraisal and so little 
weight can be placed on its conclusions until the results of the Green Belt review are incorporated. The Narcot 
Nurseries site is available and deliverable, by the developer that owns it, at an early stage in the Plan period. 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? Whilst we note that open spaces and sports and leisure uses may be appropriate development in the 
Green Belt and could be re-provided in Green Belt locations, they are also uses that need to be sustainably located to 
optimise their accessibility and use by the community. Relocating such uses to edge of settlement locations in favour of 
built development within the settlement may result in less sustainable development overall, which would be contrary 
to the Government’s objectives set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 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. In response to the Local Plan initial 
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consultation in March 2015 we commented that we had no objection to the framework of the Core Strategy Vision 
being taken through into the new Local Plan. However, it was missing one fundamental goal that should be at the heart 
of the Local Plan for the benefit of the District. There is no reference in the Vision to the importance of delivering new 
homes for the District. New homes will enable local people to stay in the area. They will also attract new residents who 
will contribute to the vitality and viability of the District. This is necessary to enable the Vision set out to be achieved in 
a sustainable way. The five themes set out in the Core Strategy Objectives are supported. However, as with the Vision, 
the themes also fail to recognise the fundamental contribution that new residential development will make towards 
achieving those objectives. It is noted that, of the eight Objectives set out in the Core Strategy, the first is to enable an 
appropriate amount of housing. This should be carried through to the new Local Plan as a primary objective. The 
appropriate amount of housing must be determined by a fully detailed, objectively assessed housing needs assessment 
for the full Plan Period. This should also not be a constrained figure but should encourage an unconstrained supply of 
housing to be delivered. This view remains having considered the broad findings set out in paragraph 4.3 of the current 
Initial Consultation document. There is no mention of the need to meet housing needs and no mention that it is likely 
that this will require Green Belt releases to achieve it. This is fundamental to the delivery of a sound and successful 
Local Plan. 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? 
We have identified the options set out in the document that we do support: Option E - Built area extensions to a wider 
range of settlements - Great Missenden, Prestwood, Chalfont St Giles, Denham Green, Iver Heath, Farnham Royal, 
Stoke Poges and Iver Village. We welcome this option. However, we do not feel that sufficient land has been 
considered for allocation and this assessment should be revisited. Our reasoning for this is set out in more detail under 
Question 6 below. Option G - A detailed review of the inner Green Belt boundaries to address any existing anomalies 
and/or small scale releases which would meet the test of exceptional circumstance. We are disappointed that the 
Green Belt review has not already carried out this exercise as the first consideration before considering larger releases. 
This offers the opportunity to identify low impact sites that would contribute significantly to housing numbers. Our 
client’s site at Narcot Nurseries offers the opportunity to secure the delivery of around 25 units on a site that has no 
constraints other than its Green Belt designation and would be an ideal candidate for Green Belt release to make a 
meaningful contribution to housing need. See our response to Question 6 below for further detail. Option H - Review 
the scope for allowing limited infilling within villages and generally built up frontages within the Green Belt. Again this 
option offers the opportunity for low impact but meaningful contributions to housing numbers. The Narcot Nurseries 
site can deliver infill development within the existing built up frontage. Option L - A combination of all or a number of 
the options. It is recognised that in order to fully deliver the identified housing need without constraint a combination 
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of these options is likely to be required. The following options are not supported for the reasons provided below: 
Option A - Making more efficient and effective use of land within existing built-up areas such as increasing building 
density or heights. This option would be unlikely to deliver significant numbers of houses and would, therefore, also be 
unlikely to deliver any meaningful affordable housing. This type of development can, in any event, be achieved through 
planning applications. This would not provide a comprehensive strategic solution. Option B - Test the scope to increase 
development opportunities by reviewing the purpose and function of existing areas of special control. This option 
would be unlikely to deliver significant numbers of houses. This would not provide a comprehensive strategic solution. 
Furthermore, if these areas were designated for a good reason, then this should not be disregarded in favour of further 
development until other less sensitive options have been considered. Option C - Built area extension(s) to the principal 
settlements of Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and Burnham. In 
isolation this option would be unlikely to deliver the full housing need but could be considered in combination with the 
wider distribution of development sites in other settlements. Option D - Built area extension(s) within Chiltern/South 
Bucks administrative area on the edge of principle settlements outside the Plan area – Wycombe, Uxbridge, Slough, 
and Maidenhead. This option on its own would be unlikely to deliver sufficient housing in the right locations to meet 
identified need. In order for development to be sustainable it needs to be located within the appropriate settlements. 
This option should only be considered in combination with allocations shared between other smaller settlements. 
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. The rationale of this option is not 
clear. The larger settlements referred to are not listed. It is not clear how the list of other settlements identified has 
been selected and how this relates to the larger settlements. We, therefore, cannot comment further on the merits of 
this option. Option I - Extension(s) to other settlements such as the larger villages. It is unclear what other larger 
villages this option relates to and so we cannot comment further on it. Option J - In addition to options included above, 
additional sustainable growth options in built up areas and/or in the Green Belt close to train stations – Chesham, 
Great Missenden, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Seer Green, Iver and Taplow. It is unclear what this option would entail 
and so we cannot comment further on it. Option K - Options to meet office, warehousing and industrial employment 
needs. We do not have a view on the delivery of employment needs other than recognising that it is an important part 
of the overall strategic planning process for delivering sustainable development. Question 6: Do you have comments on 
individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options? We have set out in 
response to Question 5 how the land at Narcot Nurseries in Chalfont St Giles would provide an excellent opportunity to 
deliver housing if Options E, G, H or L were pursued. However, there is a need for the Green Belt assessment to be 
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undertaken comprehensively in order for those options to be properly tested. We have reviewed the Green Belt 
Assessment proformas, which assess parcels of land against four of the purposes of being included in the Green Belt. 
There are three parcels of land adjoining the boundaries of Chalfont St Giles, 32a to the north, 41a to the south west 
and 41b to the south east. 32a and 41b both scored between 3 and 5 on all four criteria. 41a, however, scored zero in 
terms of its contribution towards preserving the setting and special character of historic towns because it is located 
away from the historic core of Chalfont St Giles. It was, therefore, surprising to see that the plan for Chalfont St Giles in 
Appendix 4 of the initial consultation document, which is the starting point for progressing Option E, identified only one 
large parcel of land for further consideration, which is located to the north east of the settlement. This land is within 
parcel 32a, which is: • Close to the historic core of Chalfont St Giles • Adjacent to two Established Residential Areas of 
Special Character • Within the AONB • Close to a Conservation Area • Partially within a critical drainage area • Largely 
within Flood Zone 3; and • Wholly within the Green Belt. The notes at the beginning of Appendix 2 of the Initial 
Consultation Document confirm that no detailed account has been taken at this stage of constraints. It is difficult to see 
how, once these criteria are taken into account, this site will be taken forward any further. The notes at the beginning 
of Appendix 2 also confirm that not all Green Belt areas have been tested. It notes that “other potential small sites or 
smaller Green Belt changes may be considered. The next stage of Plan preparation will include a detailed review of the 
inner Green Belt boundary, which may also release smaller scale development potential”. It is disappointing that this 
level of assessment was not carried out prior to this consultation as part of the Green Belt Assessment. Nevertheless, it 
highlights the merits of the Narcot Nurseries land (CD0028) in contrast to the land to the north east of Chalfont St Giles 
identified at Appendix 4 of the document. Our client’s land would provide a very low impact rounding off of the 
settlement in a sustainable location, which is not subject to any other environmental or heritage constraints, subject to 
being removed from the Green Belt. Our client’s land has the following additional merits, which deem it worthy of 
further consideration for allocation for residential development in the Local Plan: • The site currently lies within the 
Green Belt but is immediately adjacent to the built up area of Chalfont St Giles. • This is a second tier settlement in 
terms of focus for growth identified in paragraph 7.6 of the current Core Strategy. It is a village excluded from the 
Green Belt where there is recognition that some growth will help support the existing community facilities. • 
Opportunities for meaningful development within the built up area of Chalfont St Giles are limited as a result of its 
historic core and relatively densely developed character. Where there are opportunities within the built up area these 
are not of a scale where affordable housing development can be delivered. • The site is previously developed with a 
single residential unit and has former nursery buildings on it. • The site falls within the built up frontage to Narcot Lane 
with existing residential development to the north east and north west and the site of the Chalfont St Giles Youth Club 
to the south east. • Its redevelopment for residential purposes would represent a sensible rounding off of this corner of 
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the village. • The development of this site would deliver affordable housing to meet identified local need in Chalfont St 
Giles, which has not been fully met by other recent developments in the village. • The site is not visually prominent 
from distant views. • It is not within or adjacent to a Conservation Area and is away from the historic core of Chalfont 
St Giles. • There would be no impact on the setting of listed buildings. • It is not within the Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. • The development of this site would reinforce the character and appearance of the existing housing in this 
part of the village. • The site is in a sustainable location within walking distance of a range of local shops and services, 
including shops, takeaways, restaurants, a pub, youth club, golf club, and public transport services. • Its development 
would also serve to reinforce the viability of the local centre, given that this part of the village has not seen any 
substantial development in recent years. • The site is already owned by and is being promoted by a developer. It is, 
therefore, available and deliverable for development early in the Plan period. In order for it to be considered for 
release from the Green Belt we have provided below a more detailed site specific assessment against the five purposes 
of including land in the Green Belt, which will assist the Council in the next stage of their Green Belt Assessment: 1. 
Preventing Unrestricted Sprawl – Chalfont St Giles is not considered to be a large built up area and so was not included 
in the assessment against this purpose in the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment methodology published in 
August 2015. The development of the Narcot Nurseries site would not result in or contribute towards unrestricted 
sprawl. 2. Preventing Merging of Settlements – The nearest adjacent settlement to the Narcot Nurseries site in Chalfont 
St Giles is Seer Green. However, the current settlement boundary of Chalfont St Giles already projects closer to Seer 
Green than the boundaries of the Narcot Nurseries site, as can be seen on the annotated map below. As can be seen 
from the map below, there are two areas of existing development highlighted in dark green which have previously 
been identified as suitable for infill development without harm to the purposes of that land being included in the Green 
Belt. It is, therefore, clear that the development of the Narcot Nurseries site would not bring Chalfont St Giles any 
closer to Seer Green and would not result in or contribute towards the merging of settlements. 3. Safeguarding Against 
Encroachment – There are currently some nursery related structures and a house on the site. There is residential 
development to the north east and north west. A youth centre is located to the south east. The site is well screened by 
its existing boundary vegetation limiting views into it from further afield. The development of this site can be seen as a 
natural infilling and rounding off of the settlement without encroaching into the open countryside. 4. Preserving Setting 
and Character – In the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment methodology Chalfont St Giles was included in the 
short list of settlements considered under this criteria because of its relatively undeveloped and unspoilt character. 
However, the Narcot Nurseries site is away from the Conservation Area, the historic core and the AONB, which all point 
in favour of it being considered as a prime option for Green Belt release. 5. Assisting in Urban Regeneration – This 
criteria was not assessed in the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment methodology, as it was considered that it 
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would not assist in distinguishing between sites. We have, therefore not considered it further here. Taking into account 
the merits of the site above and the lack of contribution the site makes to the purposes of including land in the Green 
Belt, its release from the Green Belt and its development for housing to contribute to the identified need should be 
welcomed. Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? We 
note that the draft HEDNA quotes a housing needs figure of 7,300 units for Chiltern District for the period 2014-2036. 
This equates to 332 dwellings per annum. This compares to the highest figure that was being used in the previous 
Delivery Development Plan Document (DDPD) of 2,900 for the period 2006-2026, equating to 145 dwellings per annum, 
which the Council could not demonstrate was being met. The 7,300 figure appears to be more representative of the 
housing needs the Inspector for the DDPD expected to see allowed for in his letter to the Council dated 24th November 
2014 following the suspended examination. However, it is disappointing that, even now, following the suspended 
examination and the Council’s declaration that they accepted the need for a Green Belt review that the development 
options within the Green Belt have still not been fully assessed and are not included within the HELAA (paragraph 3.2 of 
the Initial Consultation document). Because the Green Belt review has not been completed and the results have not fed 
into the HELAA process, the Councils are indicating in paragraph 4.11 that they are already anticipating 7,500 of the 
overall 15,000 housing requirements needing to be met by Aylesbury Vale. It is disappointing that the Councils are 
already planning for that eventuality before they have properly assessed their own availability. If Green Belt sites are 
added into the HELAA, then the Councils can start to think more positively about providing for their identified need 
within their own boundaries. It feels very much that this consultation is premature and the Councils are still in denial 
about the need for Green Belt releases to truly meet their housing needs. We trust that at the next stage of 
consultation, the importance of the Green Belt review will have been fully grasped and realistic options for delivering 
the identified housing numbers will be proposed. It is essential that the Councils fully test their ability to meet their 
own housing need within the District before looking outside the District for assistance. In addition, Chiltern District in 
particular should also be looking at the potential for additional housing pressure to come from people looking to 
relocate to the District from larger surrounding towns such as High Wycombe and from London. Question 8: Do you 
have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet their local affordable housing need? The Councils 
should, through the Local Plan process, seek to deliver meaningful development sites that contribute towards the 
delivery of affordable housing and not rely on smaller sites that do not contribute towards this objective. Question 9: 
Do you have any comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? 
No. Question 10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in 
terms of general and affordable needs? No. Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy - for example 
view on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community? 
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Conservation area and listed buildings Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets 
that should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important locally? No. 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. No Comment. Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? No. 
Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7? Not at this stage. Question 16: Do 
you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? Not at 
this stage. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the 
preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint 
Local Plan will need to address? No. We trust this is of assistance to the evolution of the Local Plan and we look forward 
to being notified of the next stage of consultation in due course. If you have any questions regarding the Narcot 
Nurseries site, please do not hesitate to contact us. [A response to the HELAA has also been submitted in a separate 
document]. 

Rep4275 Miss 
Genna 
Hammond 

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 

 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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•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 • 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: 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. 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 
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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 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 
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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 & 
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 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1099 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

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 
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 
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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 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 
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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 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. 

Rep4276 Ms 
Marion Atack 

I am responding to question 2 of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating 
Issues and Options (January - March 2016). I strongly disagree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, Great 
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Missenden should be made available for residential development. As a local resident we rely on the service they 
provide and consider their service indispensable for the following reasons: 1) As a single car household with a young 
child it is both expedient and environmentally friendly to be able to drop the car at their site and then be within 
walking distance of home/the station/shops when it is in for repairs/maintenance. 2) As a young woman who is not 
greatly knowledgeable about vehicle maintenance it has been invaluable to me to have a friendly honest and reliable 
family service of this nature and the presence of their trustworthy business is a credit to the local community and the 
nature of the village. The loss of this valuable village facility and the jobs associated with it would be awful. I write this 
as a potential first time buyer who has been seeking (thus far unsuccessfully) to purchase a home in the village for the 
past 18 months and thus consider myself acutely aware of the lack of suitable housing stock available in the area. 
However I still feel that for the above stated reasons Wicks Garage should not be included amongst the HELAA sites 
deemed suitable for development.  

Rep4280 Mr 
Clive Symes 

I reject the conclusion of Chiltern District Council for many reasons, and here are just a few : - 1) Green Belt land is not 
a store bank of reserve building land. Green Belt was created for very good reasons to constrain building, and prevent a 
continuous ribbon of concrete between towns and villages. There must be open spaces and green lungs between built 
up areas. 2) Little Chalfont has already given a greater share for new housing compared to other places in the area. 3) 
Further housing estates will chronically overload all the local infrastructure, such as roads, road junctions, parking, 
healthcare, schools, train services, water and waste management. 4) More housing and industrial development will 
destroy the rural setting of Little Chalfont Village. What is proposed is almost vindictive destruction.  

  

Rep4282 Mr 
Clive Bishop 

Question 2 Within Chalfont St Giles Parish there is a single site identified for development in the HELAA; Blizzards Yard. 
I would support development in this area provided tht it is designed to accommodate flooding of the River Misbourne, 
retains a similar number of public parking spaces, and is limited in height such that it does not impose on the current 
village skyline. Any development timing should also be consistent with access for any remedial work required to the 
River Misbourne during construction of HS2, as identified in published HS2 planning documents. Question 5 Options for 
small-scale further development within Chalfont St Giles, will have limited contribution to overall housing or industry 
requirements, so given the AONB and Green Belt restrictions surrounding the village it would seem appropriate to fully 
explore "Duty-to-Cooperate" options outside of the Chiltern and South Bucks boundaries. Question 10 There is a need 
for specialist accomodation to support the Chalfont St Giles Community, which should be promoted when individual 
sites within the village come available for re-development. Question 17 I believe that chalfont St Giles should be 
included in the Local Plan as an "Area of Little Change". The most important areas of green space within the parish are 
the meadows along banks of the River Misbourne. These are important local amenities, currently protected by AONB 
and Green Belt status, but should have the extra protection afforded by such designation within the local plan. The land 
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is recognised as an area of national interest, with its chalk stream and associated flora and fauna, it is a flood plain in 
the tru sense, being flooded several times in recent years. Furthermore, the area is safeguarded for potential 
remediation works associted with the construction of the HS2 tunnel, which passes directlt underneath, and as such 
could not deliver any development within the window to 2036 as required in the Plan. 

Rep4283 Mr 
Gavin Lund 

I object to the plans to test areas of land in Little Chalfont as options for release from the Green Belt. According to the 
government's planning practice guidance, "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. Green Belt serves five purposes: • 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." Housing need should 
not justify release of Green Belt land. The Green belt was created for the reasons stated above. Those reasons all apply 
to Little Chalfont and should not be disregarded by the Council. Most concerning is the plan to release the area of land 
between Bell Lane, the Latimer Road and Stony Lane. This land is in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and should 
be protected from development. Given the pristine beauty of this area, release of this land should be avoided. I also 
object to the plans to build new homes and create employment opportunities in the village. Little Chalfont has already 
seen a 12% increase in housing due to the Bell Lane development and the new houses behind the Chenies Parade. 
These new houses have already put pressure on traffic, parking and access to services such as GP places and school 
places. The existing infrastructure does not support any more residential or employment development. I am concerned 
about traffic pollution in the village and surrounding areas. 

  

Rep4284 Mr 
Paul Graham 

General points 1 Green Belt Retention of green belt land is of paramount importance to the area. It is what separates 
Chiltern district from being like places such as Slough and Uxbridge in terms of character and amenity. 2 Scale of 
proposed development sites it appears to me that in Chiltern district alone some 700 hectares of greenbelt land is 
earmarked for housing. At 30 dwellings per hectare and 3 people per dwelling that equates to 63,000 people and is in 
addition to Brownfield and redevelopment of existing sites. With an existing population of approximately 93,000 
people this is a ludicrously high number and suggests the draft Plan has set out to elicit a reaction to reduce this in due 
course but the rationale for doing so is unstated. 3 Location of housing development In sustainable locations close to 
rail and/or major roads are such that total reliance on cars is not necessary. Close to everyday facilities such as shops, 
schools and health services. This will exclude much green belt land. Chalfont St Peter I live in Chalfont St Peter and 
therefore have some knowledge of it. In recent years the village has seen partial redevelopment of the Epilepsy Society 
site (formerly NSE), the commencement of building works at the Holy Cross school site in the centre of the village and 
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approval for housing at the more remote Newlands Park site. These have (or shortly will) increase the population of 
Chalfont St Peter significantly. If there is to be a sharing of population increase throughout the district it should be 
noted that Chalfont St Peter is already ahead of the game in this regard. Specific proposed Development Areas 
Newlands Park As I understand it, a special exception from green belt planning was given to permit the development of 
campus accommodation on the site. I was under the impression that a change of use on closure of campus would not 
normally be permitted yet it seems various plans for housing are going through the planning system at the moment. 
The end result will be a housing development on a green belt site. I consider this deceitful. The site is obviously 
unsustainable terms of access and services etc. Site to North Of Epilepsy Society, to East of Chesham Lane and South of 
Newlands Park I'm staggered that this is being considered at all. I Estimate it’s around 110 ha in size. It's all in the green 
belt (of course!) And also all within the Colne Valley Park – an important designation over and above normal green belt 
status. The Newlands Park site is also within the Colne Valley Park and this large area adjoins it. I speculate that part of 
the rationale for suggesting it as development land is to somehow "legitimise" the Newlands Park development. 30 
dwellings per hectare would develop 3300 dwellings on the site. This is massive and entirely out of character with its 
surroundings as there is green belt land is on 75% of its perimeter. Wikipedia indicates the population of Chalfont St 
Peter to be a little under 13,000 – the additional 10,000 or so on this site alone would overwhelm the nature and 
character of the village. One of the purposes of green belt planning is to prevent urban sprawl. Yet this is just what this 
site does. It thrusts out as a spur that leaves green belt land on both sides. Surely green belt land should be unbroken 
as far as practicable? Then it remains as a belt. Taken in conjunction with the Newlands Park site it almost joins 
Chalfont St Peter to Chalfont St Giles. One of the points of green belt planning is to prevent neighbouring towns joining 
up with each other. It appears to me that this is effectively what is happening – and I find it somewhat odd that land 
along the A413 between St Giles and St Peter wasn't considered (I wouldn't have supported it either!) even though it's 
more accessible and sustainable. Presumably because it would have obviously joined up the villages. The current 
proposed site is far less efficient in land use terms but but essentially has the same effect. Yet it leaves some Green Belt 
towards Chalfont St Giles to the East – actually more like a Green Pocket than a Green Belt! I do not believe the 
proposed site is sustainable. In the early 2000’s the Epilepsy Society submitted a planning application for 218 dwellings 
and care/nursing homes on this site. This site is, of course, a lot closer to the centre of Chalfont St Peter then the site 
now proposed. The application was rejected and in a letter dated 22 November 2005 to the Epilepsy Society's agents 
the Decision Officer said "For the reasons in IR452-454 and 456-459, he agrees with the Inspector that the residential 
element of the proposal would not be sustainable (IR460)." The sustainability case for the proposed site must be even 
worse given its increased distance to normal services/facilities. The Decision Officer went on to say " The Secretary of 
State agrees with the Inspector that the harm in this case and against which very special circumstances are to be 
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weighed, are the definitional harm arising from the inappropriateness of the development in the Green Belt, the harm 
that arises from the unsustainable nature of residential element of the proposals, and the harm that would be caused 
to the character of the site and its surroundings (IR502 and 521).” Again, the effect on the site now under consideration 
would be far worse because of its size and distance from services so therefore even less sustainable. There are a 
number of footpath and bridleways through the proposed site. A section of the Chiltern Way is included. These are a 
valuable recreational resource that would be lost if the site was developed for housing. These rights-of-way are a little 
denser than average in the area and provide a good variety of walks that are well-connected to other rights-of-way. 
The short bridleway to the north-east of the site is a great link for off-road cycling. The Paccar Scout camp in Chalfont St 
Peter hosts many overnight camps for young people on Duke of Edinburgh expeditions and these paths are frequently 
used to access the campsite. Chalfont St Peter – Mill Meadow At first sight from the map this must seem a good 
location for housing development. A visit changes that. Mill Meadow itself is used by the football club, the local school, 
scouts, dog walkers etc. Lady Gibb Millennium Wood is a fairly quiet spot to relax in – a useful amenity close to the 
village centre. The Chalfont St Peter Scout Group (the largest in Bucks.) has its headquarters in the site and runs 
activities for children six days a week – the mixed woodland and open setting is useful to support outdoor activities, 
particularly wide games. The playground is used by children from C of E Academy and there are several safe routes 
through the site used by children living on the west side of the village to get to the community college on the east side. 
I have seen local volunteers working on maintaining the Lady Gibb Wood and also clearing the river Misbourne. Their 
efforts are paying dividends – I saw a kingfisher there last year and judging by its behaviour I suspect it was one of a 
breeding pair. So this area is at the heart of the village, it’s maintained and used by a wide range of local people, 
particularly children and its central location is key. Trying to move these attributes further away wouldn't work – access 
on foot from the schools/village centre is the key to their widespread use. If Chalfont St Peter were instead London, the 
Mill Meadow area would be Regents Park – and no one's thinking about concreting over that! Final point Since 2000 
and been three major floods where open sewage has leaked and affected the village centre and Scout Hut grounds. I 
would be concerned that a system that is already struggling to cope would be more easily overloaded any major 
development around Chalfont St Peter. 

Rep4285 
Helen 
Henderson 

I am writing to say I am horrified that there is an intention to build on Nashleigh Hill and I wish lodge my opposition to 
this idea.   

Rep4287 Mr 
Stewart 
Harvey 

I have only today heard about this proposed development - as a resident I would reasonably have expected to have 
been informed about such a significant potential development. Please ensure that I and other residents in future are 
advised of such significant schemes. Having lived in the village since 1979 I am well aware of the flooding issues - 
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starting as far back as 1980 when the village was inundated. I am totally against any building which may impact the 
mitigating effects of the flood plain which much of the time preserves the village from serious damage. Having only just 
heard about your proposals I would like to subscribe to the comments attached below which you have no doubt seen 
before. I sincerely hope you will take note of the genuine concern that I feel about this subject. 

Rep4288 Dr 
James Conboy 

Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, on the draft 
Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs (HEDNA) or on the needs assessment work planned 
during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan process? My impression is that the HEDNA has been produced according 
to a standard template, without a great deal of consideration of the specific situation of Chiltern or South Bucks. For 
example – • Chiltern was ranked as 2nd most desirable place to live in the Halifax quality of life surveys (2015 & 2016). 
This is not mentioned in the report, although it might be expected to have some influence on affordability. • 
Construction of the HS2 rail link is mentioned only once (9.46, where it is not taken into account), although its 
construction may influence commuting patterns and house prices. “Objectively” assessed housing need Market Signals 
The comparator areas considered (7.56-57) do not appear in the quality of life top 50 and so are not exposed to the 
same upwards pressure on house prices. No other area in the 2015 table is accessible via the London Tube network, 
and so there are no obviously suitable comparators available; the reliability of the methodology is called into question. 
The lower quartile price/earnings ratio (Figure 122) may be a convenient proxy for monitoring affordability, but is 
arguably a poor absolute measure of house affordability for lower quartile earners. The quantity of interest is the 
number of affordable houses relative to the number of lower income buyers, while the lower quartile house price is 
influenced by the number of more expensive houses in the area. Alternative measures are discussed in “Housing 
affordability: a fuller picture” . Nevertheless, the comments in 7.72 suggest that Market signals in Bucks are broadly 
similar to the comparator areas; houses in desirable areas cost more and attract higher rents. The conclusion drawn in 
7.73 does not appear to have any objective basis. The comparison of Bucks and Eastleigh (7.76) is only helpful in hoping 
to apply an unsubstantiated guess that a 10% uplift may be appropriate to Eastleigh (7.75), “even though any practical 
benefit is likely to be very limited” . There is no suggestion that Eastleigh is a suitable comparator area. The 10% guess 
is then combined with the not particularly appropriate (although readily available) affordability ratios to produce the 
10% & 20% uplifts in 7.81 – which “could be expected to improve affordability” (7.78). However, the net result is an 
annual housing stock increase of 1.1% (29), so “it is unlikely that house prices will adjust sufficiently to enable many of 
those households who are unable to afford their housing costs from moving away from the area.” (32) – which would 
imply that there is no significant easing of housing market pressures, or improved affordability, from the perspective of 
lower income households. The main result of this methodology is to increase the number of houses constructed in 
areas with the highest house prices – to the advantage of developers, who can charge more for their products, but 
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without producing significant effects on the market, or improved affordability of housing. As stated in 7.78, “plan 
makers should not attempt to estimate the precise impact of an increase in housing supply”, and so might also refrain 
from presenting guesses as “Objectively Assessed Need”. Employment trends The assumption that the 2011 
percentage commuting flows will be maintained as the number of jobs increase seems highly questionable (7.41). 
Commuter numbers are already constrained by existing infrastructure (traffic congestion, crowded trains, parking at 
stations) and the construction of HS2 is likely to make this situation significantly worse, over the earlier part of the 
timeframe. The availability of high speed broadband connections makes it possible to work in a different area without 
having to travel on a regular basis, further weakening the link between housing and employment provision. The 
predicted shortfall of 8600 workers (7.42) is smaller than the predicted increase in out commuters -10900 (7.41), so 
provided that the increase in employment is matched with locally available skills, the number of additional workers 
required, (and consequential housebuilding) may be reduced. 

Rep4290 Mrs 
Kim Robertson 

I understand and am sympathetic to the need for both residential and employment development in the Chiltern area. 
My main concerns are the development of a substantial numer of houses in Chesham/Chesham Bois/Amersham and 
the impact on the local infrastucture. Specifically: Health care - there are no planned increases in GP and healthcare 
facilities Sewage waste - no new sites proposed therefore current site on Latimer road will have to take up increased 
demand. This facility is already having regular overflow issues into the River Chess and surrounding properties. 
Increased demand will be a huge concern. Transport - it is estimated that each noew household will result in at least 
one extra commuter per household. Therefore there could be an extra 2900 extra commuters using Chesham 
Amesham and Little Chalfont stations. The parking facilities at each of these stations are at capacity already and usually 
are full by 9am leaving no opportunity for non peak train users who need to park at the station. Access to the proposed 
Chesham Bois development site specifically is a concern. Holloway Lane is a dangerous lane which is the main access 
route to Amersham and Chesham for many people. Latimer Road is becoming very busy due to the extra trains from 
Chalfont and Latimer station and any more traffic along this rural country road will be dangerous especially 
construction traffic. The Chess valley is an area of outstanding natural beauty and a haven for wildlife. It should be 
protected and developing the propsed sites n Chesham Bois and Little Chalfont will put this area in danger. 

  

Rep4291 Clare 
Vickers 

I write to lodge my formal opposition to the Emerging Chiltern and South Buck Local Plan, specifically to the proposed 
housing and Employment areas within Chesham. There are a number of reason that I would like the consideration of 
the Chesham sites to be dropped. As a resident of Vale Road our house lies at the bottom of the valley, at the foot of 
the proposed Area of Emloyment Zone. The increased risk of flooding should any of that area of green belt be 
destroyed is a great cause for concern. Not to mention the loss of wildlife habitat which could include ancient 
woodland, meadowland, fields and hedgerows. The proposed site also contains our well used and loved childrens play 
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area. I think everyone in Chesham would agree our little town's roads are already at breaking point, especially at peak 
times of the day. I simply don't think we can cope with an extra 1000 homes and an employment area considering we 
have recently built a new housing estate up Nashleigh Hill and have plans to build on the disused Asheridge estate 
soon. Are these areas of building not considered enough of a contribution to the housing shortage for our small town? 
Our schools are at capacity as it stands, so how could we accommodate the extra children needing places? Would there 
also need to be extra provisions built for medical care with such a huge number of new residents needing doctors and 
dentists? Finally I would like to object to any building on the fields directly behind my home as this would be an 
invasion of privacy. Due to the steep hill and new building would overlook our garden and our right to the quiet 
enjoyment of our property as laid out in the Human Rights Act (protocol 1, article 1). I look forward to your response 
and I would like to be kept informed with any developments regarding this process. 

Rep4292 Mr 
Joesph Barclay 

1. I question the need for the creation of further employment land. We have very low unemployment in this part of the 
County and should not encourage more business. We should concentrate on maintaining the area as a pleasant one in 
which to live. 2. I see very little reference to the AONB in the text, and no indication on the maps. Surely this is of key 
importance/a major omission? I was not aware that central government was condoning the abolition of parts of the 
AONB. 3. The Chess Valley is an exceptional piece of countryside and it is astonishing to think that parts are in danger of 
development. The Chess Valley Walk is a major attraction for visitors/tourists and many of the proposals would 
endanger it. One has got to bear in mind that once woodland has been cut down in the normal course of forestry work, 
then development adjacent to Little Chalfont would become more visible and thereby wreck the beauty of the valley. 4. 
Infrastructure in this part of the County is already creaking (roads/traffic, medical care,etc). 5. The Chilterns should be 
regarded as a national asset and kept as such. These proposals threaten to wreck them. It is easy to say that such 
development as is essential should be elsewhere, but, once countryside/heritage has been let go, it is gone for ever and 
future generations will not thank us. 6. The suggestion of employment land on both sides of the A404 between Chenies 
and Little Chalfont is particularly perplexing. Also the suggested housing between the Chesham railway line and 
Amersham/Chesham Bois and the employment proposals to the North of Chesham. 7.Please think again. 

  

Rep4293 Mr 
Simon Free 
Rep4294 Mrs 
Nicola Free 

Please find below a response to CDC proposed identification of various Green Belt land for residential and commercial 
development in and around Chalfont St Peter area. Below I will raise specific points in reference to three of the 
proposed sites, namely, The Epilepsy Society, Mill Meadow & the area to the east of the A413 including Gerrards Cross 
Golf Club and Chalfont St Peter Cricket Club. Initially and in general, it should be noted to CDC that Chalfont St Peter 
(CSP) has had its fair share of new development in recent times. 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 
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significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development proposed for 
Chiltern District as a whole. Also 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 major 
infrastructure investment which could take years / decades to complete. In my view, 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. As CDC well 
know all the local 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. Considering these point it is fair to 
state that many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for development. The 
Epilepsy Society My concerns in regard to developing this site are as follows 1) 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. 2) The ES is unsuitable for development because 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 north part of the ES site is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection in 
any event as part of that park. The South part of the ES site is currently used for care home and medical facilities and 
should be retained as such. Therefore it is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for CSP. 3) 
The ES site is inherently unsustainable for significant housing development as 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 with the the ES Site bound on three sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes which 
make it even more unsuitable for development / access. 4) In my view the there is a natural boundary between ES 
South and ES North which should be utilised as follows: 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. 5) The sheer size of this proposed development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the 
number of dwellings in CSP this is unfair and unjust on existing residence given the existing developments already past 
the planning stage and the alternative sites available to CDC 6) Given the ES Society is one of CSP’s largest employers 
why would CDC want to remove such an important and significant part of the community, it doesn't make sense to 
remove an employer and then build more residential properties. In addition to the ES Society being a major employer, 
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several other local businesses use the ES site apart from the agricultural use therefore the removal of the ES Society 
could jeopardise other employment / business with the local Chalfont St Peter area. Mill Meadow The area is a much 
used and perfect located amenity facility for those who live in the Chalfont St Peter village area. Key amenities include 
includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a 
scout headquarters, FootSteps Nursery & PreSchool and parish council offices. In my view there are no sufficiently large 
of suitable areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities can be relocated so obviously these 
essential village facilities should remain. 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. In my view for CDC to propose using this land for 
development and removing the school playing fields is extremely poorly thought through and is a poor level of 
judgment by CDC. With the growing importance of physical exercise within the school curriculum and the known 
national issue of obesity, and associated costs to government / NHS, it is common sense that CDC should be focusing 
their attention on improving both school and general recreational facilities not proposing to remove them and certainly 
not at the expensive of unrequired housing. I would suggest that CDC re-evaluate their priorities for this green belt land 
immediately. 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, as it sits directly on / next to the river Misbourne 
which has seen serious flooding in previous years. It makes no sense to develop on a flood plain when there is a serious 
risk of flooding, damage to any potential development and likely serious issues for any potential properties to gain 
sufficient buildings and contents insurance. East A413 I wish to strongly object to the possible use of green belt 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 cuts 
across the lower part of the golf course at Gerrards Golf Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club 
completely unviable. Gerrards Cross Golf Club has hundreds of both female and male members who use the club for 
sporting and social purposes and any change of use of this land would negatively affect hundreds / thousands residents 
from the local area. It would be a gross mistake for CDC to greatly reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the 
local area and deny thousands of members the enjoyment of playing golf and cricket in a beautiful part of the 
Misbourne valley. Without doubt, 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 
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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. 
I sincerely hope that CDC will consider this objection and decide not to take any of the above mentioned green belt 
sites in the Chalfont St Peter area forward to the next phase of planning.  

Rep4295 Mr 
Darren Vickers 

General objections: . The significant volume and complexity of the information in the Local Plan makes it extremely 
difficult to interpret by anyone not closely connected to the process which is a significant concern given the far-
reaching impact. . A very limited mandate seems to be in place to consider extension to the Chiltern District main 
settlements based on the results of the previous Spatial Strategy where only a very limited number of people who did 
not have a vested financial interest in development were in favour of any extension. . Significant objection to the 
degradation of the existing greenbelt which is one of the unique aspects of these communities. . The changes 
considered in Part II should not be considered until the Part I exercise is complete and it would not be appropriate to 
de-classify further greenbelt until the results of Part I are known. . Consultation comes at an inappropriate time when 
the potential impact of HS2 is not fully known. Specific objections to the consideration of Little Chalfont as a main 
settlement for growth: . Disproportionate impact of these proposed developments (and previous developments) to the 
village. . Inability of local infrastructure to absorb development. This includes the existing overcrowded Metropolitan 
Line and Chiltern Railway services. The impact on local single track roads also likely to be significant – these provide 
character to the area and are often bordered by natural hedgerow which would be lost. . There seems to be a 
fundamental lack of importance being placed on the greenbelt at the edges of the county which have a very clear role 
in preventing unrestricted sprawl and preventing neighbouring villages merging which seems very counter intuitive 
given the close proximity of Little Chalfont to neighbouring villages and Greater London. . Potential destruction of 
unique environments surrounding the village are unjustified. . Significant impact on the Chiltern AONB and the risk of 
reduction to the quality of life for residents of Little Chalfont and surrounding villages. . Unjustified detrimental impact 
to local natural habitats and the Chess valley such as those proposed in the review of General Area 22a. . Very little 
importance seems to being placed on the natural barrier between Chorleywood and Little Chalfont. Objection to any 
development of General Area 35 and General Area 29 (amongst others) which enhances the AONB and provides a very 
important natural barrier between settlements.  
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Rep4296 Miss 
Helen 
Brownridge 

Questions 6 and 17- Appendix 5, p.45 Any development of commercial buildings at this site could not be successfully 
integrated into the locality, because they would be completely out of character and incongruent with both the feel and 
aesthetics of the surrounding residential and recreational areas, not to mention the immediate countryside. This area 
of Chesham has a strong sense of community, peace and beauty - a very strong attraction for Chesham as a place to 
live, and something which should not be eroded. Given the gradient of the land east of Vale Road, commercial 
development could only result in significant detriment to the views of the residents living on the opposite side - a 
significant area would be affected. Already traffic is very heavy at rush hour, both leading into town along the 
Berkhamstead Road and up through Ashley Green to the A41. The area could not support a commercial development 
without resulting in increasingly problematic delays and increased pollution (both noise and air) for residents. 
Berkhamstead Field has been designated as a Local Wildlife Site - see 
http://www.chesham.gov.uk/Open_Spaces/Berkhampstead_Field.aspx and this is an important source of pride and 
enjoyment for many local residents. The Nashleigh Hill Recreation Ground is of particular benefit to the young 
population for safe play and exercise. There is nothing more delightful than on a snowy day in particular, watching 
numerous families from all backgrounds sledging - a wonderful tradition that probably has been going on for 
generations. But those fields off Vale Road are enjoyed by all, all year round, as a local accessible walk and area of 
unspoiled views, and have a significant physical and psychological benefit to the Chesham local community. The 
commercial development as proposed in Appendix 5 would not support Chesham's ability to integrate thoughtfully 
within its priviliged position in the Chiltern Hills AONB. Such development would have a serious detrimental effect to 
the area and for many residents - new and old, and for future generations. 

  

Rep4297 
Helen Wilkins 

Site available for housing development: Land at rear of Hen & Chickens 119 Botley Road Chesham HP5 1XG  
   

Rep4298 
Sophia Davies 

I am a 10 year old girl, who is a local resident at Little Chalfont Primary School. I want to confirm with you that I 
disagree with your plans for my village because if you build more house Little Chalfont won't be called Little Chalfont, 
our village will become a town and will be called gigantic or Great Chalfont. Please don't build more in houses in our 
village because our village will become very busy and you will have to build more shops and a much bigger park. Also if 
more people want to play football at Westwood Park we would probably have to destroy the park because a lot of 
children will want to play football and they will want bigger pitches. Then what would happen to all of the farms and 
the wood. All the nature will be killed and we will have to put all of the animals somewhere else. So please don't build 
any more houses in our village. 

  

Rep4299 
Christine 

As mentioned at the meeting held on Wednesday, 2 March 2016 held in The Memorial Hall, George Green, I am 
questioning why all the information regarding the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial (Regulation 18) 

The consultation was carried 
out in accordance with the 
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Eldersfield Consultation Inc. Issues and Options Response Form etc etc – was not sent to every household – instead of just via the 
internet or in the local papers. I comment as follows: • Not everyone owns a lap top / computer or has the local paper. 
• Surely, the council has a duty to let every household know. • Every household has the right to be informed of such 
important issues that could and would affect them and the area they live in. By not informing all residents you cannot 
get a true picture of a response. I await your comments with interest. 

Town and Country Planning 
(Local Planning) (England) 2012 
Regulations.  

Rep4300 Mr 
Ken Harratt 

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. 

  

Rep4301 Miss 
Francis Forster 

I am writing to voice my concerns about the amount of land around Little Chalfont the Council is planning to review for 
development. The village is in the Green Belt and part of the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and so 
should be protected against further development. Little Chalfont has already had a major development in the last few 
years which has had a detrimental effect on the area and has reduced the amount of open space between the village 
and Amersham Common. If there is much more development, the village will just become part of an urban area, joining 
Chorleywood to Amersham and lose its separate identity. I understood that the Green Belt status was to prevent this 
happening, as was being part of an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. I have noticed a big increase in the amount of 
traffic after the completion of the housing estate in Bell Lane, as mentioned above. It is particularly bad near the 
junction of Elizabeth Avenue with Bell Lane because of parked cars and the speed of the traffic and there appears to be 
much more traffic using Elizabeth Avenue. The junction of Bell Lane and White Lion Road is also much busier than 
before, although the traffic lights do make it easier to get in and out of Bell Lane. It is not helped by the traffic 
associated with the school in Bell Lane, which would only increase if the school were enlarged to cope with the 
additional need for places because of more housing developments. The road infrastructure around the village is 
struggling to cope with the additional developments we already have and will not be able to support any more 
developments. I, like many others no doubt, moved to Little Chalfont because of the village set up, it is a proper village 
but also with good transport links and open countryside nearby, which makes it very popular. I understand that there is 
a need for more housing in this area but Little Chalfont has already provided more housing than any other area in the 
Chiltern District. I feel that the concepts of Green Belt and the ANOB status should be enough to prevent any more 
major developments around the village. The Council should take into account the reasons for classifying areas as Green 
Belt, protect the area as it is and not try to have the Green Belt designation removed. 

 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.  

Rep4303 Mr 
Peter Symes 

I reject the conclusion of Chiltern District Council for many reasons, and here are just a few : - 1) Green Belt land is not 
a store bank of reserve building land. Green Belt was created for very good reasons to constrain building, and prevent a 
continuous ribbon of concrete between towns and villages. There must be open spaces and green lungs between built 

 The Local Plan will need to 
identify sustainable 
development options to meet 
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up areas. 2) Little Chalfont has already given a greater share for new housing compared to other places in the area. 3) 
Further housing estates will chronically overload all the local infrastructure, such as roads, road junctions, parking, 
healthcare, schools, train services, water and waste management. 4) More housing and industrial development will 
destroy the rural setting of Little Chalfont Village. What is proposed is almost vindictive destruction. 

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

Rep4306 Dr 
Pamela Harper 

I am not resident in the area, but have come to know and love the Chess Valley over the last few years as a perfect 
place of relaxation and pleasant walks in outstandingly beautiful surroundings while attending the Midsummer Music 
Festival. I received the information about this development from the Friends of Latimer which I joined last year. What 
are the reasons for re-designating this area of green belt land and why does the designation as an area of outstanding 
natural beauty not offer protection from such development? Has the serious impact on the whole area of the very large 
increase in traffic been considered? What kind of industrial development is contemplated and have the effects of this 
on the whole area been considered? Are there also plans for shops, schools and other community facilities to support 
such a large development and where will they be situated? Given the lack of public transport, is this to be improved or 
will all these new residents will require to have and drive cars. This area includes an area of actively managed water 
meadow , the loss of which could cause a flood risk downstream. 

  

Rep4307 
Master Callum 
Warner 

My name is Callum Warner and I am 10 years old and go to Chenies School and live my mum and Dad Graham and 
Lesley and twin brother Stuart Warner, and I strongly reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council that the 
village of Little Chalfont will be classified as a main settlement of growth and that the adjoining areas of green belt land 
should therefore be considered areas for release for housing and employment development. The reasons for my 
objection are as follows: . This area is designated as green belt land and therefore would be a contravention of local 
and national planning policy. Green belt land was created for a reason; to preserve the beauty of the countryside and 
prevent urban growth. I would like to grow up with the countryside intact as it is now, we need to protect the English 
countryside and not ruin it. . My Dad & Mum have informed me that it should be noted that a recent amendment to 
the planned development of Little Chalfont includes building houses on the whole of Westwood Park. This park is used 
as a recreational facility and Westwood park football club play football (Where I play and enjoy) every Saturday 
morning in the winter and cricket in the Summer. This facility would cease and make way for an extension to the 
planned housing devolvement which would completely ruin this park. . Also I would like to raise concerns with the 
fields between Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane which have been selected as planned test areas for 
employment development. This again will ruin urban life, destroy another area of beauty and turn this area into and 
urban sprawl. . My Dad & Mum have informed me that. There will be an increase of traffic and it would severely 
overload the local infrastructure, to include the following: roads, road junctions, parking, train services schools, 
healthcare, water and water and waste management. . The area between Stony Lane and Westwood park has been 
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selected as a test area for residential development which currently has a footpath that is used by many that walk to 
Westwood park. This again will spoil this area and have an impact on the adjoining ancient woodland. It should be 
noted that this land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic land Availability Assessment(HELAA) at 
stage one. . I am only 10 years old, however I do have an opinion. We live in an area of outstanding natural Beauty that 
should be preserved not destroyed, and it should stay that way. 

Rep4308 Mr 
Martin Flint 

We are concerned that any large-scale building development as proposed in the Planning Document will adversely 
affect current amenities in the Chalfont St Peter area and do irreparable damage to Green Belt . In particular, we would 
like to register our objections to the development of the following areas: The Epilepsy Centre and Beyond - The current 
centre provides excellent medical research and residential care for epilesy sufferers. The proposal to use Green Belt 
land beyond the Centre for development will result in an urban sprawl and will severely affect the infrastructure of the 
area. In particular, the site is bonded by narrow country lanes which will not be capable of coping with the inevitable 
increase in traffic. Currently Misbourne Avenue is used to link to the A413 from Chesham Lane; this is a dangerous 
route at present and will become even more so if the Epilepsy Centre is used for development. Mill Meadow - This area 
currently contains a range of excellent well-used facilities for the local community - in particular the Community Centre, 
playing fields for the local Middle School Academy, a communal playground, tennis courts and allotments; if 
development goes ahead these will be lost or have to be moved further away from the village. Also Mill Meadow is on 
the flood plane of the River Misbourne; as we experienced large scale flooding in this last year, it does not seem to be a 
sensible site for housing development. Chalfont St Peter already has parking problems in the village centre; any influx 
of extra people from housing and commercial development would exacerbate the problems of congestion and put 
greater strain on the existing infrastructure, especially in the areas of schooling and public transport. 

  

Rep4309 Mr 
Amanda 
Ramsey 

General Approval has been given for the construction of 600 new homes in Chalfont St Peter; these should be 
subtracted from Chalfont St Peter's future allocation of new homes. Chalfont St Peter has taken more than its fair share 
of the allocation of housing development and this should be distributed fairly within the Chiltern District as a whole. 
Chalfont St Peter does not have a train station or frequent bus services; development should be allocated to areas with 
these facilities. The schools in Chalfont St Peter are at capacity and will not be able to cope with the children from 
developments that have already been approved. These include Newlands Park and Holy Cross. There is a drainage issue 
in Chalfont St Peter that would require significant improvement in order to accommodate any additional development. 
The roads in and around Chalfont St Peter are congested and the development of HS2 in the village will only add to the 
problem; for this reason alone I believe that the proposed sites are undeliverable within the time frame specified. The 
Epilepsy Society site The site currently provides a home for the Epilepsy Society, several local businesses, riding stables, 
garden centre, agriculture, forestry and a very popular football club. Footpaths on the site are heavily used for dog 

 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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walking and recreation, providing access to open countryside for the local population. There are nine football pitches 
on site, along with showers and toilets. These provide much needed opportunities for outdoor sport in the local area. 
Part of the site is in the Colne Valley and should be afforded special protection. The site generally has an abundance of 
wildlife and any development would significantly affect nature conservation. The Epilepsy Society site has attractive 
open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne valley. The Epilepsy Society site is a considerable distance from the 
village centre and, with a minimal bus service and no train station, any development on site would be entirely 
dependent on car transport. The roads bounding the ES site are narrow and dangerous country lanes. The development 
of HS2 will also significantly affect traffic on the lanes surrounding the Epilepsy Society site and I believe will make it 
impossible to deliver this site within the specified timescale. The Epilepsy Society site provides a natural boundary 
between Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont St Giles and Horn Hill. There are several historical and listed buildings on the site. 
Mill Meadow Site The area has a community centre, football club, children’s playing area, tennis courts, scout, police 
and parish council headquarters. There is nowhere that these could be relocated in the village centre. Mill Meadow is 
subject to frequent flooding. The Chalfont St Peter Church of England Academy uses the Mill Meadow playing fields for 
physical education. They do not have playing fields within the school grounds. A413 Industrial Site The area has an 
important green belt function in that it separates the built-up areas of Chalfont St Peter from Tatling End, Gerrards 
Cross and Denham. The area frequently floods. There are a number of unused industrial and office buildings in the 
area. I do not see any need for this site to be developed. Sustainable transport links to this area are poor. 

Rep4310 Mrs 
Julie 
Montgomery-
McCullagh 

I am writing to object on several parts of Chalfont St Peter. We have already new developments built and in the process 
of being built - Holy Cross and the Epilepsy developments. For these aforementioned houses, nobody has yet answered 
the question of how our infrastructure will cope with the influx of additional residents. Our schools - primary and 
secondary - are already oversubscribed. Where will all these new children go to school. Our existing draininage is not 
very satisfactory and couldn't cope with yet more additonal housing. Our other factilities - doctors etc are already 
oversubsribed. I understand the need for development and new housing but I disput the need to put so many of them 
in Chalfont St Peter and below I list my objectiions. 1) Mill Meadow: CSP 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. My oldest child was at this school, my middle child is still there and my youngest is due 
to start there in September. Already they have limited space within the school grounds which, if the relocation to Holy 
Cross had been approved, would have been resolved. Mill Meadow is their only sports facility and it is ridiculous to 
suggest using this area for housing for this reason alone. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education 

 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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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. All of 
my children use the play park regularly and attend the scouts hut which is next to Mill Meadow and the football 
ground. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding. It is not practical to build houses here. 2) 
The area next to A413 currently CSP cricket club. This is a beautiful area where children, adults and families can gather 
to play and watch crickets. The club is very popular and much utilised. All 3 of my children (aged 13 11 and 7) are 
members of this club. Why do we need a trading estate there? We are 6 miles from Slough which has some of the 
largest trading estates in Europe! We already have new build offices in CSP which are lying empty. 3) Beaconsfield 
Rugby club Again my sons were and are members of this thriving club and it would be criminal to build houses on such 
a wonderful and sociable area. 4)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. 

Rep4311 Ms 
Gosia Malus 

I have been living in Little Chalfont for the past 2 years. The area is lovely, varied and very green. I quite understand 
why much of it is classified as AONB. The Green Belt itself is a brilliant concept that is widely admired and many 
countries have adopted it. The process of listing land to be developed might seem very logical until one realises that 
the areas identified is land that is owned by developers or builders, or at the very least they have options on. 
Developers will build what is profitable for them, not ‘profitable’ for the community. Vast housing estates will not only 
destroy the landscape for ever, it will have serious impact on its biodiversity, something we all depend on. The unmet 
housing need, employment space and other needs do not represent exceptional circumstances to release Green Belt 
because of the harm to the Green Belt and other harm, such as: Economic harm as a result of; • loss of business due to 
congestion in the village resulting in customers going elsewhere, • loss of tourism and other visitors to the nearby 
‘countryside’, • the road is very narrow single track and limited height under the railway bridge, • loss of employment 
at Honor’s Yard, • increased flood risk along Lodge Lane, • loss of public amenity of the shooting range South of the 
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Railway, East of Lodge Lane as a result of flood waters from the development. • loss of farmland, • loss of revenue from 
film making and drama production due to lost landscape. Social harm through; • loss of the scenic setting of the 
footpath as an amenity to the village, • loss of landscape enjoyed by many walkers along Lodge Lane, Burtons Lane and 
Long Walk, • loss of amenity for residents along Chessfield Park, • loss of amenity of households along Maplefields, • 
More than 1 km away from local infrastructure and amenities, • loss of tranquility, • loss of heritage landscape along 
Finch Lane, • loss of steam engine fairs and open days at Honors Yard, • Loss of historic setting of Chenies Manor, • loss 
of a heritage steam engine restoration and maintenance workshop, • loss of time and increased frustration because of 
congestion in country lanes and increased traffic through local villages, • Loss of heritage road, now footpath running 
from Lodge Farm to Chenies Manor, • loss of amenity to residents along neightbouring, mainly private roads, • 
Increased cost of maintenance for affected private road residents associations. Environmental harm because of; • loss 
of grassland habitat for farmland birds (grey partridge & lapwing), • loss of woodland habitat which has been 
undisturbed for many years, • detrimental impact on the drainage area for the Chess and Misbourne (Netherland 
Spring), • impact of ground water level changes affecting the ancient woodlands, • loss of habitat for bats, • damage to 
biodiversity, • loss of woodland and grass land as an environmental asset to counter Global Warming, • SSI risk zone 
Frogmore meadows. A much better option is to develop an overall plan by settlement, with local input. Through better 
overall and cohesive design, higher density and innovative design much of the housing need can be achieved within the 
district or by calling on the duty to co-operate. Please leave the Green Belt as it is. 

Rep4312 Mr & 
Mrs Rodney 
and Joan Craig 

It has come to our notice that the landlord of the land where the Great Missenden Garage is situated has put forward 
to the Chiltern District Council that the site would be suitable for development for residential use. There are few 
services within Great Missenden and we should be very sad to lose the garage. a family run firm which is an asset to the 
community with a wide range of servicing, MOTs and repairs on site with training for apprentices. We have used the 
garage for several years and find it very useful as it is within walking distance of our house. They give an excellent 
service. We are responding to question 2 of the Consultation and do not agree that the site at Wicks Garage, Rignall 
Road should be made available for residential development because we will lose a valuable village facility and the loss 
of local jobs. Wicks Garage should not be included in the HELAA sites for development 

  

Rep4313 Mr 
Donald Grant 
Chair Chesham 
Flood Action 
Group 

1. Chesham Flood Action Group was formed under the Floodsmart initiative to coordinate the views of local residents 
on all subjects related to flooding and to represent those residents in regular meetings with the agencies responsible 
for relevant activity. These comments reflect the views which have been put to us, but are limited to Chesham and the 
surrounding areas. We have consciously avoided making comments on many of the questions as there are no direct 
implications for flooding or flood prevention, but we have encouraged individual residents to make their views known 
through this consultation process. 2. We accept the basic premise that additional housing and employment 
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opportunities must come to Chesham. We are, however, concerned that the setting argument on this seems to be that 
regardless of what is best for Chesham, we are forced to accept the numbers arrived at because the alternative is to 
have these imposed centrally to cope with additional pressures coming from the general changes in the South East. 
However, we do accept that change will be necessary even if it is only to meet the changing demographic needs within 
the area and to provide up to date employment and recreational facilities in the town. We see the Local Plan as an 
opportunity to reverse recent decline and provide the basis for a redesign of the Town Centre that will make it a more 
welcoming place in which both local residents and passing traffic will want to spend time on a regular basis. However, 
we are greatly concerned at the proposal to include a large swathe of the AONB in Chesham Vale as part of the 
Strategic Employment Search Area. We raise flooding issues about this later in the response, but also have to raise 
more general worries about damage to view and amenity including the potential loss of the Nashleigh Hill Recreation 
ground. 3. Our greatest concern is that much of the infrastructure in the town has been badly neglected for a 
considerable time, both in terms of regular upgrading and effective maintenance. It is not fit for the purpose of serving 
the current population, far less the extended one that is envisaged by the proposed plans. Our concern is, of course, 
those parts of the infrastructure which affect the risks and effects of flooding. The drainage in the roads serving central 
Chesham is now in a shocking condition. Blockages both of gullies and the under street drainage are frequent and long 
lasting, despite the valiant efforts of the authorities who have to cope with ever decreasing resources. Several of the 
radial roads entering town (Fullers Hill, Vale Road, Bois Moor Road, Nashleigh Hill and others) regularly turn into 
pseudo rivers with which the installed drainage fails to cope. The position is exacerbated by the absence of accurate 
mapping of the under street infrastructure and the lack of effective enforcement of central flood relief policy on 
sustainable drainage. This latter point is critical because of the extent to which the support of initiatives on sustainable 
drainage (SUDS) figured strongly in the recommendations of the Surface Water Management Plan (Ref 1), but little has 
been achieved and breaches of the relevant legislation seem frequent. Questions 1 and 6 4. Our detailed comments on 
infrastructure issues make it clear that our current analysis of the state of flood related infrastructure in central 
Chesham leads us to believe that this is unable to properly support the existing level of development without some 
radical upgrading. While we accept the logic of the number of additional houses needed, we consider that it is 
impracticable for central Chesham to contribute any further through 'infill' type developments without such upgrading. 
(For these purposes we define central Chesham as the lower lying areas in the centre where surface water drainage has 
to flow directly or indirectly into the Chess, i.e. cannot be managed by soakaway.) Question 15 5. We are concerned 
that critical local agencies must have the capability to properly respond to the 20 years of change that the plan 
represents. The local plan must ensure that upgrading of the infrastructure takes place in advance of the expansion 
plans and that the relevant authorities, particularly Transport for Bucks and Chiltern District Planning, are assigned the 
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resources necessary to maintain the upgraded infrastructure, are given the legal authority to insist on a programme of 
installing sustainable drainage, and are given the resources to enforce this effectively. Question 16 Berkhamsted 
Road/Broad St 6. As we have suggested above, the surface water drainage in central Chesham is failing to do its job. 
This shows up in various guises: ponding along Berkhamsted Road and Broad Street and other areas of town which 
regularly makes the life of pedestrians miserable as soon as even moderate rain falls and damages houses through the 
spray raised; some cases of actual inundation of a few homes and/or businesses several times each decade; or less 
frequent more severe flooding during persistent rain where critical roads become partially flooded or, in some cases, 
blocked. This is separate from the much more severe potential flooding identified in the Environment Agency 
projections on 30 year and 100 year figures. The problems we are used to seeing are preventable but this requires a 
complete overhaul of the drainage along these roads which needs to be done before the town's expansion makes 
works on its main artery impossible. 7. A linked issue to this is the future of the Vale Brook which is culverted (with a 
few small exceptions) from well outside town, then parallelling Vale Road, taking surface water from the street 
drainage from Berkhamsted Road/Broad St and other streets in the town centre until it emerges in Duck Alley to join 
the River Chess. From a flooding perspective, the critical issue is whether the culvert has the capacity to cope with sort 
of rain patterns which we are now experiencing - current evidence suggests not. From an environmental point of view, 
the position seems worse because the output from the culvert is now regularly severely polluted after significant 
rainfall posing a severe risk to the Chess. This is a particular problem because there has always been a latent clash 
between the position of the Chess as a rare chalk stream and its position as the primary water course to which most of 
the town centre drains. Until recently, this has always been seen as manageable but we seem to be reaching a state 
where further action is needed to cope with the conditions which are being observed. The reason for the pollution 
needs to be clarified. If it can be identified as something which can be dealt with in some way, say by filtration of some 
sort, the solution can be included in the overhaul discussed above (para 6); otherwise we would have to aim for a much 
more radical solution or address the possibility of permanently accepting a reduction in the ecological quality of the 
Chess, something that our group could not accept. Again, whatever needs to be done should be part of the preliminary 
infrastructure upgrade early in the period of the Local Plan, because it could cause major disruption on the A416 
through town. 8. We would recommend that further work on the plan should take account of the recommendations of 
two recent studies into the future of the Vale Brook. The first is the Surface Water Management Plan for Chesham and 
High Wycombe (2011 - Ref 1) which contained a proposal to reroute the Vale Brook Culvert in the open along the High 
Street. The second is the recent proposal by the Chesham Society for the development of the Town Centre (2016 - Ref 
2) which also included a proposal to bring the Vale Brook back to the surface through the town centre. While we do not 
endorse either of the plans as they stand, indeed we see many detailed practical difficulties with both, we do support 
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the principle of looking for a way of opening up more of the Vale Brook running as an open river through or close to the 
centre. If such a solution could be found, this would go a long way to reducing the capacity issues raised in para 5 
above and would have very positive environmental and ecological benefits. Many of our members have been very 
impressed by the works being carried out in the Water Gardens in Hemel Hempstead and suggest that Chesham should 
be looking at similar funding opportunities. Additional Housing/Development areas 9. The effect of positioning both the 
proposed Built Area Extension and the on the outskirts of the town must be expected to generate a very substantial 
increase in traffic movements, primarily via Berkhamsted Road and Lye Green Road concentrating at the Elgiva 
roundabout. From a flooding perspective, we are concerned about three aspects of this: - the potential increase in 
commuter parking in the roads close to the centre which can drastically affect the speed and success of gully cleaning 
operations - the pressure which will build on TfB to avoid road closures which are often essential to maintain the under 
street drainage infrastructure - the increase in pollution on A416, particularly if the additional traffic leads to more 
regular queuing through Berkhamsted Rd/Broad St. Additional Housing Area - Chesham (App 2 p30) 10. Given its 
distance from the town centre, many of the residents, particularly those in the areas of affordable housing will be 
dependent on public transport for access. Except for the very north of the area, this would presumably be provided by 
the local town service which would need to be augmented to cover the additional area. As this is a supported service, 
we are concerned that pressures on the TfB budget may not be able to cope with this extra pressure. 11. The area 
identified is flat with no natural drainage and Lye Green Road has been subject to recent bad flooding in persistent rain 
(see Ref 3). We expect that sustainable drainage would be a requirement for the whole area and that all surface water 
would go to soakaway. 12. This housing would represent a major additional load on the town's sewerage system. As it 
seems unlikely that the currently installed infrastructure in Hilltop, Lycrome Rd or Lye Green Road could cope with this 
additional load, some major upgrade will be required and will have to be in place before any substantial part of the 
development can be occupied - and this must include additional capacity at the Sewage works. 13. We are also 
concerned about the availability of fresh water to the site. The level of abstraction from the local aquifers is already at a 
critical level. Look at the plan as a whole, we would like to see the question of additional reservoir capacity to be 
revisited. Employment Search Area - Chesham (App 5 p 45) 14. We are very concerned at the proposal to include the 
eastern slope of Chesham Vale as a potential area for employment development. Vale Road has been the focus of 
much of the serious road flooding in recent times. As recently as January this year, the road was effectively acting as a 
river for several days and even additional driveways could exacerbate this effect. 15. In respect of the remainder of the 
area along the A416, our concerns are primarily about infrastructure issues: - Surface water: despite a fairly recent 
resurfacing of the road, the drainage structure for the road is in poor repair, is badly maintained, and suffers significant 
ponding at certain points - Sewerage: most of the area is situated beyond the scope of the town's mains sewerage 
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which doesn't extend far beyond the top of Nashleigh Hill except for a separate private arrangement made for the 
recently opened pub/restaurant. This would need to be reviewed if any substantial developments are to be considered 
which require mains facilities - Fresh water: the same basic issues as above (para 13) apply, but much would depend on 
the type of premises being considered; some could be substantial users of fresh water - Transport: public transport 
along the road is provided by a supported service which runs slightly worse than hourly. Given the distance of the site 
from town, this could be a considerable disincentive to both staff and customers - or would lead to a substantial 
increase in traffic on what is already a busy road. References Ref 1 - Chesham & High Wycombe Surface Water 
Management Plan - http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=2919&p=0 Ref 2 - Chesham Society Vision 4 
http://www.cheshamsociety.org.uk/Campaigns/LocalPlan/OurResponse.pdf Ref 3 – Flooding in Lye Green Road 
http://www.getbucks.co.uk/news/local-news/video-bucks-emergency-services-high-6682613 

Rep4314 
Name 
unknown 

Question 1 Yes, is green belt land being considered to enable a better return for 5300 to 6200 houses? Question 2 With 
more people shopping online and working from home, I would suggest many more brownfield sites will become 
available. Question 3 There are plenty of open beautiful countryside spacs at present ( which in future there will not 
be) Question 4 Absolutely not, why use green belt to encourage employment offices/factories. There is quite a lot of 'to 
let' office space in the area (including empty shops) Question 6 It would appear everyone is very clear on their vision to 
destroy the area (for HS2), although you state this is out of scope. This was the prior part of destruction of thousands of 
acres of woodland and countryside with local opinion totally ignored Question 8 Build in old office/shops etc which is 
being done at present (however again the transport infastructure must be considered) Question 11 Yes local heritage is 
key and more people are visiting to enjoy it, Chess valley, old Amersham Question 17 Once this area of outstanding 
natural beauty, the chess valley and its surrounding towns and villages will be lost forever, and it will become just 
another suburb of London The Infastructure including roads is already creating with the rush hour coming earlier and 
earlier Will the A404 become another motorway or dual carriageway? 5300 homes is at least another 5-6000 extra cars 
on the road, possibly at least another 15000 school places, nurseries, doctors and dentists. The surrouding roads 
cannot cope with the volume of houses being proposed in Little Chalfont, the whole area will be a complete traffic jam. 
The countryside is good for exercise and mental well being, and the views are absolutely stunning, but rapidly the south 
east is being turned into a concrete jungle. The builders are keen to home access to the green belt, that is why you 
want to double the size of Little Chalfont and destroy another community. Where the proposal of an industrial estate is 
near to the sign welcome to the Chilterns. (An area which used to be an area of outstanding natural beauty.) Villages 
cannot double in size without detrimental impact to countryside, infastructure, schools, doctors, dentists, shops, metal 
health. 

  

Rep4315 Mr The need for additional housing in the area has to be acknowledged but Beaconsfield has been suibject to intensive   
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Andrew Rose development over the last few years , partcularly in relation to the replacement of single dwelings by blocks of 
apartments . This population increase has been without any commensurate increase in facilities and the town's services 
are now unable to cope . The Wilton Park development will happen , but it should not be expanded beyond the former 
MOD site area andno development should be permitted on the fields hnext to the A355 . The existing develoment will 
need new facilities such as doctors , and schools but but no provision seems to have been made for them , The 
preservation of the existing leisure facilities at Wilton Park is of paramount importance both during the construction 
period and after. Indeed , the developers should be obliged to pay for the improvement of the facilities such as better 
football pitches , a clubhouse and floodlights . 

Rep4316 Ed 
Lawrie 

As a resident of the village I would prefer the Little to remain valid as a name but appreciate there is a need to build 
more. I am ok with greater density of housing but not with wholesale greenbelt expansion. I am informed that the 
owner of the fields east of Stoney lane is already a very rich man without his recent developments from Bell Lane and 
the idea of a greenbelt grab is lazy planning. Beal House , currently up for sale offers a fine plot with acres of gardens 
and there are many enormous houses inside the current village that can be converted into multiple dwellings. I will be 
more than happy to flatten my own modest abode and rebuild as flats offering several more families the opportunity to 
enjoy our village. Can I also point out that DCHS an outstanding school is excepionally short of teachers . Whilst there 
may be multiple reasons for this affordability of housing locally must be an issue. Flats in Little C should not be the 
preserve of the elderly or those downgrading from Burton s Lane. 

  

Rep4317 Mary 
and Ray Pilling 

I have been informed that Chiltern District Council in their local plan 2014-2036 for the Chesham area are considering a 
proposal to use Nashleigh Hill recreation site to build an industrial estate. I wish to lodge my strong objection to this 
proposal on the following grounds: 1. This is Green Belt land and the only recreational facility available in this area of 
Chesham. It is and has been constantly used for pleasure by local children and walkers in all the time my husband and I 
have lived in this area of Chesham which is over 40 years. It is also used by the Newtown Infants school on occasion as 
they do not have a field attached to the school. 2. The access to any site whether commercial or residential would 
mean extra pressure on an already busy road which can be at gridlock in the mornings and evenings. 3. Chesham 
already has a major problem with flooding despite all the work done to alleviate the problem. This green belt land 
helps to contain a lot a rainfall and developing it would mean this would be lost and more water being produced from 
any development. 

  

Rep4318 D 
Parker 

Although I have already submitted my objections to the proposed unwarranted and perverse proposals to release 
Green Belt and/or AONB in or adjacent to Little Chalfont, I am submitting this further response to comment on the 
implications and content of late publication of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1: Final Report. 
Throughout the consultation period I have been in email correspondence with CDC's Planning Policy Manager about 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1124 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

CDC's failure to post this document for inclusion in the consultation and I was repeatedly reassured that "the technical 
assessment part of this report has been available on the website since the start of the consultation" and "when 
available there will be no other technical details for Chiltern and South Bucks and so the evidence base on which the 
Consultation Document was prepared has been available since the start of the consultation". This "reassurance" has 
proved to be misleading. In reality, only four days before the closure of the consultation period, the Final Report 
introduces a fundamental change in the Assessment Methodology via para 4.4.4 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" (sic). In the 
previous Part 1A Methodology paper, the corresponding reference was to "Weaker performing General Areas, as well 
as small-scale sub areas w ithin General Areas which might be less sensitive (sic) and thus able to accommodate 
change, were identified and listed with a view to possible further detailed assessment in Part 2.’ T his very late change 
in the stated policy clearly extends the authorities' flexibility to consider not only weaker performing areas but now 
also strongly scoring areas and appears to have the sole aim of justifying potential areas for development to meet 
unmet housing need, regardless of their Green Belt status: I find it totally irreconcilable with Government Guidance to 
justify the removal from Green Belt of land which is clearly serving a Green Belt purpose and especially when it "meets 
one or more Green Belt purpose strongly" . Before addressing the impact of this late change on the sites within Little 
Chalfont now identified for further review, I record my high level objections to the late changes, as follows: • I consider 
this late change to be an appalling, if not mischievous, failure of CDC to respect its obligations under its own Statement 
of Community Involvement; and • perhaps inadvertently, this action will have proved to be discriminatory against older 
people who are without the internet and so are unable to access the new document by this means nor at closed 
libraries, before the deadline for responses - even supposing that they have discovered that the unpublicised changes 
have been made; and • noting 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 with [implied all] members of the Steering Group". Despite the previous 
reassurances that the technical evidence base has been available from the start of the consultation, this change of 
wording has not been highlighted or satisfactorily explained. ( I have tried to seek an explanation from CDC but do not 
accept as reasonable the response that "the County Council considered that detailed changes had been a matter for 
the districts and the consultants as such they requested this wording was revised".) The absence of a reasonable 
explanation suggests the unacceptable non-disclosure of some lack of agreement within the Steering Group and/or a 
misleading previous inference of full agreement within the Steering Group. Finally, I summarise below the impact of the 
late change in Methodology on the two sites within Little Chalfont now identified for further review: RSA 7: • It is 
difficult to believe that any site visit has been made to justify the comments that the site "has stronger visual links with 
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Little Chalfont to the south than with the countryside to the north and east. Furthermore, part of this area is in use as 
playing fields, thus giving it a more semi-urban feel and reducing its contribution to Purpose 3. It is ludicrous to claim 
that the provision of playing fields (provided in accordance with SA Objective 11!) in Green Belt on the edge of a 
settlement does not give a ‘semi-urban feel’ because the playing field, and the very limited recreational and site 
management buildings do not adversely impact on the openness of the Green Belt.of various kinds are quite often 
permitted in Green Belt, and we are not told that this reduces its quality. Furthermore, to eyes other than a 
developer's, the visual focus from this site is always on the beauty of the surrounding woods and fields, not on the local 
housing of Little Chalfont. • I totally reject the proposal that the edge of West Wood or Latimer Road could form an 
alternative defensible boundary. This whole area is part of Chiltern AONB and provides a vital role in providing leisure 
and walking facilities for local residents and huge numbers of visitors to the area. • The joint response submitted today 
by the Little Chalfont Community Association and Little Chalfont Parish Council includes an Annex which provides many 
other reasons why it is inappropriate to include this site for further consideration. RSA 10: • Again I consider it 
ridiculous to contend that the characterisation by paddocks and a former golf course diminish the areas rurality. In my 
view, the former golf course, which forms the northern part of the site, meets Purpose 3 particularly well, with well 
under 5% built form, well defined boundaries, and openness that reaches well into the eastern side of the village and a 
charming green scene on entry/exit from Little Chalfont, particularly by rail. If separately considered this area 
could/should be scored at 4/5. • Not least for reasons of accessibility, neither Lodge Lane nor Roughwood Lane should 
rationally be considered as a boundary for any development. • I strongly disagree with the comment that "to the south, 
.. part of the site has a fragmented sense of openness, frequently punctuated by dispersed residential developments 
and often enclosed (sic) by ribbon development, weakening its relationship with the wider countryside. In my opinion 
this is arrant nonsense; rows of dwellings in the Green Belt conform to normal planning practice. • As the Report 
recognises, but then downplays, extended development in Area 29 along Lodge Lane and Roughwood Lane would bring 
merger with Chalfont St Giles very close, contrary to Green Belt Purpose 2. 

Rep4319 
Caroline Alton 

I am responding to question 2 of the Chilton and South Bucks local plan initial consultation regulation 18 incorporating 
issues and options January March 2016. I I am strongly opposed that the site of Wicks garage Rignall Road Great 
Missenden be made available for residential development. I do not agree that the site of Wicks garage be made 
available for resident then shall development because of the following reasons: 1) it is a valuable village facility. It 
provides a Service to those of limited mobility to have cars serviced and maintained close to their homes in a position 
where people are able to walk to and from the village centre and local transport links when they do not have a car with 
a car is in the garage. In that way it allows residence to be self sufficient in a way they would not be if the garage was 
moved to a more remote location. 2) it provides skilled labour, apprenticeship opportunities and jobs in an area where 
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there are relatively few local opportunities. Apart from retail outlets there are hardly any jobs based within the Great 
Missenden village area. At a time when the council should be encouraging sustainability and people to work closer to 
where they live the removal of this resource would do the opposite. For Great Missenden to continue to flourish it is 
vital that it has a mixed as economy as possible. 3) there is a lack of suitable trade sites with in such close proximity is 
to the Great Missenden village area which enable people to drop their cars off and commute or use public transport 
while their vehicles are in the garage. We have witnessed the closure of several local pubs in the area over the last few 
years and the resultant loss of jobs. These have been converted into residential accommodation. They can never be 
recovered as a resource for the village community and I think it would be a mistake to allow a change of use on the site 
of Wicks garage. 

Rep4320 Mr 
Philip 
Donaldson 

As a member of the Sense4CSP committee, I fully support and stand by the comments made within its submission. As 
one of those who regularly work with the group, I urge you to include this submission as mine own. Please note the 
additional comments in green added by myself. As stated at the start of this submission, The Misbourne Valley was 
included in our Neighbourhood Plan which Chiltern District Council fully supported. The area straddling the river across 
the Parish was protected as a Conservation and Preservation area. Yet CDC have now earmarked these as development 
sites, not very noble behaviour. Remainder of representation is the same as SENSE4CSP response. See Rep3055 for the 
representation and response. 

  

Rep4321 
Phillip 
Donaldson 
Committee 
Member 
Sense4CSP 

Same comments submitted by SENSE4CSP, See Rep3055 for the representation and response. Additional comments: 
Mill Meadow and  area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413:  : As stated at the start of this 

submission, The Misbourne Valley was included in our Neighbourhood Plan which Chiltern District Council fully 

supported. The area straddling the river across the Parish was protected as a Conservation and Preservation area. Yet 

CDC have now earmarked these as development sites, not very noble behaviour.  

 

 The CSP Neighbourhood Plan is 
not part of the development 
plan. However, the content of 
the Neighbourhood Plan will be 
taken into account at each 
stage of the local plan process. 

Rep4322 
Master Stuart 
Warner 

My name is Stuart Warner and I am 10 years old and go to Chenies School and live my Mum and Dad Graham and 
Lesley and twin brother Callum Warner, and I strongly reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council that the 
village of Little Chalfont will be classified as a main settlement of growth and that the adjoining areas of green belt land 
should therefore be considered areas for release for housing and employment development. The reasons for my 
objection are as follows: . My Dad & Mum have informed me that. There will be an increase of traffic and it would 
severely overload the local infrastructure, to include the following: roads, road junctions, parking, train services 
schools, healthcare, water and water and waste management. . This area is designated as green belt land and therefore 
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would be a contravention of local and national planning policy. Green belt land was created for a reason; to preserve 
the beauty of the countryside and prevent urban growth. I would like to grow up with the countryside intact as it is 
now, we need to protect the English countryside and not ruin it. . The area between Stony Lane and Westwood park 
has been selected as a test area for residential development which currently has a footpath that is used by many that 
walk to Westwood park. This again will spoil this area and have an impact on the adjoining ancient woodland. It should 
be noted that this land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic land Availability Assessment(HELAA) 
at stage one. . My Dad & Mum have informed me that it should be noted that a recent amendment to the planned 
development of Little Chalfont includes building houses on the whole of Westwood Park. This park is used as a 
recreational facility and Westwood park football club play football (Where I play and enjoy) every Saturday morning in 
the winter and cricket in the Summer. This facility would cease and make way for an extension to the planned housing 
devolvement which would completely ruin this park. . Also I would like to raise concerns with the fields between Stony 
Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane which have been selected as planned test areas for employment development. 
This again will ruin urban life, destroy another area of beauty and turn this area into and urban mess. . I am only 10 
years old, however I do have an opinion. We live in an area of outstanding natural Beauty that should be preserved not 
destroyed, and it should stay that way for ever. 

Rep4323 Mrs 
K.E. Thomas 

re Question 8. The amount of dwellings proposed is out of all proportion to size of Little Chalfont, and the development 
would dramatically change the character of Little Chalfont. I am not aware of all the so called 'brown sites' in the Bucks 
area, but surely these should be considered before encroaching on the Green Belt. Planning rules could be relaxed for 
'infill sites' also. There is a wooded area along Burtons Lane, either side of Bucks Paigles, which could perhaps be 
developed, without resource to the Green Belt. Green Belt land was designated thus for a purpose, i.e to separate one 
district from another, and in the case of Little Chalfont, it provides a clear separation from Chorleywood. The approach 
to Little Chalfont from Chorleywood is beautiful and would be spoilt by any building on the land either side of the A404. 
Any encroachment on Green Belt land must be vigorously opposed by the Council. re. Question 17. Apart from the 
above the impact on local utilities would be catastrophic. Parking is already a problem at the local shops, and schooling 
and doctor surgeries have no more capacity or at best very little. The local area benefits from the attraction of narrow 
lanes, which means that traffic is restricted, and the undoubted increase in the volume of traffic would destroy the feel 
of being in the countryside: as the roads would need widening, or else suffer from bottlenecks. 

  

Rep4324 
Svetlana Bell 

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. Response: I 
disagree with the approach in the Joint Local Plan and would recommend to strongly consider retention and protection 
of the current Green Belt area. The suggested development is very big in scale and will significantly change the 
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landscape, as well will do considerable harm to current fauna of the areas suggested for development. Question 8: Do 
you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? Response: Yes, 
the councils should review and consider existing Brown Field sites before destroying Green Belt areas with new 
development. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the 
preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint 
Local Plan will need to address? Response: Little Chalfont, Chenies and Latimer development plans currently do not 
demonstrate that enough due diligence has been done to consider existing infrastructure, especially considering the 
scale of development, at the moment existing infrastructure is simply unable to take on another 1,000 houses in the 
area, examples include: - Sewage capacity, particulalry at Chesham which currently resutls in contamination of river 
Chess and discharge of excess sewage directly into the Chess river. - Road conditions: some of the roads around Little 
Chalfont, Chesham and Chenies are not suitable for HGV traffic - Road congestion and Traffic: A404 leading to M25 is 
already heavily congested, and part of M25 (Junction 18 to Junction 15) is also extremely congested in rush hours with 
existing demand - Metropolitan Tube line: Chorleywood station car par is already nearly at full capacity on working 
days, capacity of Little Chalfont station car park needs to be taken into consideration. - Additional Sources of Water 
Supply. 

Rep4325 Mr & 
Mrs Jake & 
Caroline van 
Schaik 

Question 2 Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely 
to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? In Appendix 1 of the Draft Housing and 
Economic Land Availability Assessment, the Land at Lodge Lane, Prestwood (Site CD0080) has been excluded from the 
Stage 1 Assessment. The reasons for exclusion are that the site is within Green Belt and is not previously developed 
land. The site has been subject to two failed planning applications CH/2014/124210A (Jul 2014) and CH/2015/1901/0A 
(Oct 2015) and is currently protected by a blanket Tree Preservation Order (No.8 of 2014). The decision notice for CHI 
2015/1901/0A very clearly states that permission was refused for the following reasons:- Large scale development 
away from the most accessible of settlements within the District Site is within Green Belt and an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (which affords highest level of protection) Inappropriate development which by definition is harmful to 
the Green Belt Failure to safeguard the countryside from encroachment No very special circumstances exist Previously 
undeveloped land Protected woodland area Development of the land would be detrimental to the character and 
appearance of the site and immediate and wider area Loss of majority of trees/woodland which would harm the 
character and appearance of the area Significant impact on mosaic of habitats within and adjacent to the site Adverse 
effects on resilience of nearby deSignated sites including the Peterley Wood area of ancient woodland and Biological 
Notification Site (BNS) and several areas of lowland mixed deciduous woodland Priority Habitat to the south west and 
east of the site Introduction of number of additional pressures upon the surrounding natural areas including visitor 
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pressure and introduction of domestic pets Used as amenity land in excess of thirty years for many locals to walk and 
exercise their dogs Despite all of the above, we fail to understand how this land has been put forward as a Built Area 
Extension Option in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan - Regulation 18 Incorporating Issues and Options 
Consultation Document (Jan to Mar 2016). We also fail to understand how, despite being rejected at Stage 1 this site 
will undergo further testing as an area for Green Belt release. Please also complete the Equality Monitoring Form. 1 
Available at www.chiitern.gov.uk/planning/localplan2014-2036 or www.southbucks.gov.uklplanning/localplan2014-
2036 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. We would like to nominate the Land at Lodge Lane 
(CD0080) as a local Green Space designation. In accordance with paragraph 77 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) the green space meets the following criteria:- It is within close proximity to the community it serves 
The site appears to have been neglected since the 1970s. It has been used by the local community for recreational 
purposes (walking, dog walking and children playing) in excess of thirty years. This is clearly evidenced by the objection 
letters to Chiltern District Council Planning Applications CH/2014/124210A (Jul 2014) and CHl2015/1901/0A (Oct 2015). 
Although there are no recorded public rights of way across the area, the County Council is in receipt of a Definitive Map 
Modification Order under section 53 Wildlife & CountrySide Act 1980 (WCA) claiming a public footpath across the site 
from Widmere Field to lawrence Grove. As a woodland comprising oaks (many of which are mature), hawthorn, hazel, 
birch, cherries, poplar and hornbeams the site is valued for its tranquillity. This is evidenced the Tree & Landscape 
Officer's Report to planning application CH/2015/1901/0A (Oct 2015). The site is also valued for its richness of wildlife. 
Bats, badgers, deer, woodpeckers and owls are regularly seenlheard at this site. As a developing woodland, the site is 
local in character and a natural progression to the woodland of Lawrence Grove to the south and ancient woodland of 
Peterley Wood beyond. The site is not an extensive tract of land (i.e. less than 20 hectares I 50 acres). Question 14 Do 
you have any nominations for Local Measures? We would like to see any development within Prestwood:Preserve the 
semi-rural setting Retain green spaces (including the lodge Lane Land nominated above) for recreational purposes 
Conserve the natural appearance to the village environment with particular emphasis on retention of trees, hedgerows 
and woodland areas. Protect, encourage and enhance biodiversity, wildlife and wildlife corridors Question 17 Do you 
have any other points you would like the Councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For 
example, are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new JoInt Local Plan will need to address? As outlined 
in our response to Question 2, we fail to understand how the Land off Lodge Lane, Prestwood (CD0080) has morphed 
into a 10 hectare site which is due to undergo further testing as a potential candidate for Green Belt release. Although 
point 3.28.2 of the Sustainability Appraisal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan by Lepus Consulting states that 
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the site is well screened, we fear that any development of this site will require the loss of the majority of the trees to 
make it viable for building purposes. As a consequence, the character and natural habitat of the area would be 
irreversibly lost. Point 3.28.4 incorrectly states that Great Missenden train station is located 1 km from the site. It 
should be noted that the distance is 2.9km. The Great Missenden trainline serves London and Aylesbury NOT Oxford. 
Public transport offerings for Prestwood are considered to be poor by locals which is not reflected in the report by 
Lepus Consulting. ALL Parish Councils should be accountable for holding well advertised public meetings. It should NOT 
be the responsibility of community groups to relay news of a significant consultation to the public. Without the hard 
work of Prestwood Village Association, we doubt if anyone would be aware of this consultation which is highly 
disappointing. 

Rep4326 Mr 
Mark Schmull 
Nathaniel 
Lichfield and 
Partners on 
behalf of CALA 
Homes 
(Chiltern) 
limited and 
Christopher 
and David 
Clementi 

Introduction 1.1 These representations have been prepared by Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners (NLP) and are submitted 
on behalf of CALA Homes (Chiltern) Limited (CALA) and Christopher and David Clementi (‘the Clementis’). They respond 
to the Joint Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (JCSBLP) Issues and Options consultation (IOP) which was published for 
consultation in January 2016. 1.2 The representations have been informed by a separate landscape and visual appraisal 
of the site in the context of its location within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). That appraisal 
has been completed by The Environmental Design Partnership Ltd (EDP) and accompanies these representations. 
Subject Site 1.3 A plan showing the location of the site, and its extents, is located at Appendix 1. The site measures 
approximately 8.5ha, is located off Clementi Avenue in Holmer Green and forms a distinct parcel of land bounded by: 1 
Existing residential properties on Clementi Avenue to the west; 2 Existing residential properties on Hogg Lane to the 
south; 3 Existing residential properties on Sheepcote Dell Road, a small rectangular area of semi mature and mature 
trees and shrubs as well as existing residential properties on Gurneys Meadow all to the north; 4 Agricultural fields to 
the east. 1.4 As expanded upon subsequently the site is located in a sustainable location. The physical characteristics of 
the site mean that it has the potential to form an appropriate development which is well related to the surrounding 
residential development and local centre and facilities. The IOP includes 17 questions seeking responses on specific 
issues. We set out below our responses to some of the questions either or in full, or, where appropriate, with reference 
to the relevant part of this document. Whilst we have not responded to every question, our clients reserve their 
position to comment on any of these matters in subsequent iterations of the emerging development plan. Question 1: 
Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, on the draft 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan 
process? 7.2 Please see Section 4 of this document. 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. 7.3 We consider that the vision should go further than the existing Core Strategy visions 
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and past local plan work. The starting point for the vision should be the NPPF paragraphs 14 and 157 emphasising inter 
alia, the presumption in favour of sustainable development and the specific requirement that “local planning 
authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area” (para 14). 7.4 The vision 
should be for the new Local Plan to “plan positively for the development and infrastructure required in the area to 
meet the objectives, principles and policies of this [the] Framework”. It follows that the Plan should make every effort 
to “identify and then meet the housing, business and other development needs of an area, and respond positively to 
wider opportunities for growth” (para 157). 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? 7.5 The Council is right to recognise that exceptional circumstances exist to 
warrant a review of the Green Belt (IOP para 4.7). Given the OAN for the Districts (and our concerns regarding the 
robustness of this), it is clear that needs cannot be met without land in the Green Belt and/or the AONB being brought 
forward. The starting point should be to consider what the impacts Holmer Green : Representations to JCSBLP I&O 
Consultation P16 10933969v2 would be of meeting the full housing, business and other needs, in accordance with 
NPPF para 14. 7.6 Having regard to the principles of sustainable development, and the acknowledged level of OAN, we 
consider the priority for housing should be a combination of Options C, D and E. Alongside these options, Options A and 
B should be explored, although it is considered that these would only make a limited contribution to meeting the OAN. 
This approach would enable the recognised need for further housing to be met in the most sustainable locations. 
Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be 
part of these options? 7.7 As set out in the Introduction to these representations, they are made in relation to land at 
Clementi Avenue, Holmer Green (see plan at Appendix 1) and should be read as a whole in response to this question. 
Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? 7.8 Please see 
Section 4 of this document which emphasises: i that unmet need cannot be pre-judged in advance of considering 
responses to the IOP; and ii the surrounding authorities are unlikely to have capacity to meet the level of unmet need 
envisaged in the IOP. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the 
preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint 
Local Plan will need to address? 7.9 As identified in Section 3 of these representations, despite the IOP stating it seeks 
views on “what the councils consider to be the key issues” (para 1.8), the Councils’ view on what it considers the key 
issues to be are not identified at any point within the document. As this is an ‘Issues and Options’ consultation, the lack 
of formal identification of key issues is unhelpful and makes it difficult for any parties to respond on this matter. 7.10 
Future iterations of the Plan should identify the key issues for the Districts which the Plan seeks to address. Having 
reviewed the IOP and evidence base, we consider the key issues should include: • The need for the Plan to establish the 
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full Objectively Assessed Development Needs for the Districts; Holmer Green : Representations to JCSBLP I&O 
Consultation 10933969v2 P17 • The starting point for Local Plans is to meet the full objectively assessed development 
needs of an area. The second key issue is therefore how the Plan will address and meet the full housing and 
employment needs of the District; • The IOP identifies that exceptional circumstances exist to warrant a Green Belt 
review. The third issue is the identification of the locations and extent of land that should be removed from the Green 
Belt to meet these needs. 7.11 If Chiltern and South Bucks do not address these key issues the JCSBLP is unlikely to be 
considered sound and will fail to plan to meet the needs arising within the Districts and therefore fail to make 
appropriate provision for the local community. 7.12 These representations taken as a whole respond to this question. A 
full representations statement (including Site Location Plan) and a landscape and visual appraisal document have also 
been submitted. 

Rep4327 
Louise Keil 

I am horrified at 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 are: 1. This land is designated as Green Belt 
and any development would contravene local and national policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent 
urban sprawl. 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”). This is an important national and local asset.Surely 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. Little Chalfont has recently 
taken a large share of new housing compared to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham a 5.3% increase, 
Chesham 4.0% and Chalfont St. Peter 7.7%). We have taken a 12.4% increase. 5. Any new housing estates would 
severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, healthcare, water and 
waste management. We have one main road passing through Little Chalfont and the increase in traffic would be 
unbearable. As an example my son and husband already have to stand on the train in to and,frequently, home from 
London. Any more on the train would be again unbearable. 6. 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. Any development would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and 
the open space of Westwood Park. 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. There are also serious implications for the 
valuable chalk aquifers below this area. The Chilterns is one of the few places in England where chalk aquifers exist. We 
will be doing irreparable damage during the building of HS2, so to put more of the aquifer at risk would be 
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irresponsible. I am equally concerned about 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. 

Rep4328 
Jackie 
Hamilton 

Response To Chiltern And South Bucks Local Plan 2014-2036 With Regard To Little Chalfont In recent years two sites of 
considerable size (at Bell Lane and “Donkey Field”) have been developed in Little Chalfont (L/C) which, together with 
various in-fills and replacement builds, means that L/C has already contributed more than its fair share of housing (a 
12% increase in the last 8 years), an amount greater in proportion to its size than other areas have achieved. Any 
further development should be restricted to what can reasonably be accommodated within the present boundaries of 
the village, while protecting those small areas of open green space within the village that add so much to its 
appearance and amenity. Further large scale development should not be considered in or around L/C given the 
problems of infrastructure. Infrastructure The main road through L/C is not only used by residents for access to the 
village centre (shops, schools, station, library , restaurants, etc.) it is also a through –road for traffic, including heavy 
vehicles, to and from Amersham and the M25. It is always a busy road and very congested during morning and evening 
commutes. At such times slow-moving and stationary vehicles cause pollution which is unpleasant, even harmful, for 
children walking to and from school, and is particularly noticeable between the village centre and Oakington Avenue. 
Any large increase in housing or commercial development around L/C would inevitably increase this congestion and 
add to the problems of parking in the village. Apart from the A404 all other roads leading into L/C are minor roads, 
many of them narrow, winding country lanes, single file in many places, unsuitable for busy traffic, and all of them 
joining the already congested A404 at some point, causing queues at junctions as they wait for access. This applies 
particularly to Stony Lane and Lodge Lane (together with Church Grove) which would be access routes to and from 
proposed developments. Rail travel Further developments in L/C would inevitably increase passenger numbers on the 
railway. Trains to and from L/C and London are already overcrowded at peak times as many people come from outside 
the village to use the station. As the station is in the centre of the village, this increases the already considerable 
problems associated with parking in the village centre and there is little available space nearby to increase parking 
facilities. Schools Further development in L/C would require the provision of more primary school places as they are 
oversubscribed at present. Where within L/C is there space for an extra school? Enlarging the present schools risks 
making them too big thus losing their character and effectiveness. It would also be a mistake to build on existing school 
playing fields as it is vital for children to have access to open space, and a field for activities during and after school 
hours. Green Belt The Green belt was created to preserve the countryside around towns and villages, and to act as a 
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restraint to building and “urban sprawl”. Any encroachment on to green belt land and/ or AONB around L/C would 
destroy not only unspoilt countryside around the village, but the character of the village itself. It would also act as a 
precedent or excuse for further development in the future. I am particularly concerned about the land east of Stony 
Lane and east of Lodge Lane north of the railway line. This is at present open rural countryside, the only stretch of such 
unspoilt landscape on the A404 between Amersham and Watford. We have been fortunate to benefit from the 
foresight of those who created the Green Belt. It would be very sad if we were the generation who allowed it to be 
destroyed, thus depriving future generations of the benefits and pleasure we have enjoyed. Housing need and 
industrial development should not be used to justify release of green belt land. 

Rep4331 
Timothy 
Clarke 

My name is Timothy Clarke. I have lived at […….],Ballinger for 54years. I am responding to Question 2 of Chiltern and 
South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation(Regulation 18).(January-March 2016). I do not agree that the site of Wicks 
Garage,Rignall Road,Great Missenden should be made available for residential development.We will lose a valuable 
village facility and there will a loss of local jobs. I have used the Garage very happily over many years. Wicks Garage 
should not be included amongst the HELAA sites deemed suitable for development. 

  

Rep4332 
Robert Fox 

I object strongly to the proposed development in lower stone meadow,the various reasons for objection have been 
outlined in the save st Giles campaign.I would add also that to further urbanise the area will destroy it,however I 
presume that is what the developers want,then it can be tagged onto what is left of middx and Herts and join up with 
London.Better supply a few dinghys and oars for the future development if it goes ahead,they will be needed.I presume 
we will have a repeat of the politicians in bygone times,remembering Stevenage in the 1950,s,you can protest all you 
want,but you are getting it anyway,enjoy. 

  

Rep4333 
Diana 
Chatterton 

I have read and understand the position of Chiltern District Council (CDC) concerning the formulation of the above plan 
for the Little Chalfont Area. However I wish to make the following points. Little Chalfont has already been 
overdeveloped in relation to its amenities and infrastructure so cannot possibly support the potential development 
outlined in the proposed plan, even if these are only partially implemented or implemented over a period of 15 - 20 
years. The areas outlined in the plan would effectively double the size of the developed land comprising Little Chalfont 
thus completely altering its nature. Has Little Chalfont been selected in this way, despite being in an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, because it is a relatively recent, 20th Century settlement? Given the huge number of 
houses required over the next few years should serious consideration be given to the creation of a 'new town' rather 
than creeping expansion of existing towns and villages which will lead to the destruction of the very character of South 
Bucks which is so precious. The concentration around existing transport networks Parking around Chalfont & Latimer 
station and in the station car park is already stretched to capacity. Neighbouring roads are inadequate and stretched to 
capacity with rail users. Amenities 1. Village Hall - this is unfit for purpose now and would certainly not support a 
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growth in population. 2. Schools - these are full to capacity and would not support any increase in population. 3. 
Parking - this is currently inadequate and would not support any increase in population. 4. Shops - the shops are 
hampered by the lack of available parking. 5. There are no allotments. 6. There is no cemetery. 7. There are limited 
Health care facilities. 8. Open space - There is a need to preserve and maintain open space for social, recreational and 
health benefit. Given the above points I believe Little Chalfont should not be treated as a 'Main Settlement for Growth'. 
Traffic congestion is already high through the village along the A404, which forms a major access route to Junction 18 
of the M25 at Chorleywood, and this will increase through further development. It should also be noted that the roads 
are in an extremely poor state of repair which renders them dangerous to all road users. Parking within the village is 
already a problem and it is difficult to see how additional areas could be provided. Frequently there is gridlock within 
the parking area for the Chenies Parade shops which extends to the A404 main road and causes hold-ups through cars 
trying to turn into this area. The potential development of some of the areas identified would radically alter the nature 
of Little Chalfont as a rural village. For instance, employment development of the land north and south of the A404, 
east of Stony Lane and Church Grove, would lose the extensive views from the road approaching Little Chalfont and 
ruin the setting of the village. Moreover the areas west and east of Stony Lane identified for residential development 
border the ridge above the Chess Valley and contain woodland and beautiful, well-used footpaths. I broadly support 
the comments made in the joint response to this consultation by the Little Chalfont Parish Council and the Little 
Chalfont Community Association. In short the plan is in danger of killing the goose that laid the golden egg, ie the area 
covered by CDC which is justifiably the envy of many both locally and nationally. I urge those making these decisions, 
which will have long term ramifications, not to find themselves responsible for the irreversible destruction of this area. 

Rep4334 
Elizabeth 
Alibhai 

I have read the "Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options" document issued by the District 
Councils of Chiltern and South Bucks, together with the information provided by the Little Chalfont Community 
Association ("LCCA") and others. I note that the land owned by my husband and I (as outlined in red on the plan 
attached) is being tested as one of the options for release from the green belt. Neither my husband nor I have 
previously made any representations in this process but it does not surprise us that our land has been selected for 
consideration. The land is currently underused and it does seem to us that some could be better "utilised" for the 
benefit of the local community, especially given its proximity to Little Chalfont's village centre. I know from experience 
seeking a home in Little Chalfont that there is a pressing need for more housing in the village in order to meet the 
community's needs. I agree with the LCCA that there are few areas where development can be accomodated without 
causing significant damage to the character of the village. However, in my view, Finch Lane is among the identified 
areas which would accommodate development the best, provided that the development was appropriate to the locale. 
Currently there are very few houses on Finch Lane - the concentration being at the "top end", by the junction with 
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White Lion Road. With only a few houses, including ours, at the bottom end, there is undoubtably plenty of space and 
road capacity. A passing car is a rarity. Finch Lane is also a very pleasant place to live because of the convenience of the 
nearby facilities. The primary and secondary schools are a short walk to the East, West and North, and the post office, 
shops, cafes, library etc. are a short walk down White Lion Road. I share a car with my husband and commute into 
London by using the cycle path down White Lion Road to reach the station. Some neighbours do not own a car at all. 
The ability to get about without driving everywhere should not be ignored for its health benefits and for reducing the 
traffic pressures on the community. We have consulted with respected and well-established developers with a track-
record in the community about the potential for development on our field. The developers have communicated to us 
that a high quality development is both achievable and viable in the location. There are some obvious natural benefits 
to the site, such as the open and direct access to Finch Lane along its entire Western length, the resultant flexibility in 
terms of design, the natural privacy of the site, the distance from neighbouring plots, the access to utilities and so on. 
The field itself is also not overlooked (except from a distance by our own house) and there are some mature trees by 
the road side which, with thoughtful design, could be used as a buffer to further reduce any impact or visibility from 
the road. I do feel that, unless an alternative access route to the land is opened up, then it is better suited to a 
residential development than an employment or industrial development. This is because the latter generally has a 
more intensive need for the use of nearby roads, rubbish collection services and so on. Finch Lane should remain an 
attractive country lane post-any development. It is also recognised as a pretty walking spot within the village. There are 
less sensitive, more appropriate sites for employment development within the locale. The situation might be different 
if an alternative access route leading to either Cokes Lane or London Road were opened up, perhaps by widening the 
track down to London Road or working in concert with neighbouring landowners, as this would divert the traffic from 
Finch Lane. However we have not explored this option at this stage, and no doubt there will be additional challenges. If 
our land or part of our land were released from the green belt we would work closely with the council, community and 
any developer to find an appropriate development proposal in terms of scale, density and design to fit the surrounds. A 
thoughtful residential development may actually enhance the view from the road as currently we have problems with 
people tipping and dropping rubbish along the field boundary with Finch Lane. Periodically we clear this up (including 
all manner of rubbish and a cast-iron bath dumped two years ago) but if the road were used a little more regularly and 
there was more "visibility", this problem and the more general occasional anti-social behaviour would partly resolve 
itself. There are some very pretty cottages at the top end of Finch Lane which enhance the attractiveness of the road. A 
sympathetic housing development at the bottom end of Finch Lane, with appropriate landscaping, may be viewed in a 
similar light after the dust has settled. Any ultimate residents would also no doubt value the privacy of the site, the 
beautiful views and scenery down the hill, and the public footpaths which will be on their door step, which are all 
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important for producing high-quality housing that local people actually want to live in. Although our land is currently in 
the green belt, it does not perform a particularly useful function to anybody except of course its inherent "green lung" 
function. The land serves no anti-sprawl function as it sits in the middle of other developed areas. The public also have 
no access to the land and it is hidden from view by overgrown thick bushes and trees down the entire length of Finch 
Lane. There are already walking opportunities on the public footpaths spanning the bottom of Finch Lane, which will be 
unaffected. No doubt a large part of the land will be preserved outside any permitted development and so its "green 
lung" function will remain, but I would suggest on a more manageable scale for its non-farming owners. The existing 
dilapidated agricultural buildings (which we understand were once pig stys, shown on the attached registered plan in 
the field) and scrubland on the field could also be cleared up and dealt with as part of any development. We 
understand that the pig-sty complex technically constitutes "brownfield land", which the government has long 
promoted for priority development in any event, even within the green belt. As the housing charity Shelter commented 
last month when identifying the urgent need for new, good-quality housing, "building on some bits of the green belt 
should be an option, if done right." Therefore, sad as it is to build on any green belt land; where necessary, I would 
suggest that our land is one of the most suitable plots. In terms of deliverability, it is worth adding that our legal title is 
entirely unfettered, meaning that if the land was released for development, then any permitted development could 
actually carried out. In summary, we agree that our land would be suitable for an appropriately-scaled development 
and look forward to hearing further about the outcome of the consultation. 

Rep4335 John 
Chatterton 

I wish to support the comments made in the joint response to this consultation by the Little Chalfont Parish Council and 
the Little Chalfont Community Association. Little Chalfont should not be treated as a 'Main Settlement for Growth'. In 
recent years it has already been subject to a higher level of development than adjacent towns and villages in the area, 
and the existing infrastructure is already inadequate in many aspects, including schools, healthcare, transport and 
parking. In addition, as a result of recent planning approvals there are currently a number of significant developments 
either in course of construction or yet to be built which will further exacerbate the situation. Traffic congestion is 
already high through the village along the A404, which forms a major access route to Junction 18 of the M25 at 
Chorleywood, and this will increase through further development. Parking within the village is already a problem and it 
is difficult to see how additional areas could be provided. Frequently there is gridlock within the parking area for the 
Chenies Parade shops which extends to the A404 main road and causes hold-ups through cars trying to turn into this 
area. It is suggested that the presence of the Chalfont & Latimer railway station is a reason for further development in 
Little Chalfont. However, the station car-park is often completely full and there are no adjacent areas for commuter 
parking. The trains in peak hours are generally so full on arrival that there is frequently standing room only for the 
journey to London. A very high proportion of the area is of course designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
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or as Green Belt, and it is the duty of the Council to protect such areas for future generations, not only for local 
residents but also as a national asset. Any further limited development that is necessary should therefore be confined 
to some small areas within the existing built-up area of the village. The potential development of some of the areas 
identified would radically alter the nature of Little Chalfont as a rural village. For instance, employment development of 
the land north and south of the A404, east of Stony Lane and Church Grove, would lose the extensive views from the 
road approaching Little Chalfont and ruin the setting of the village. Moreover the areas west and east of Stony Lane 
identified for residential development border the ridge above the Chess Valley and contain woodland and beautiful, 
well-used footpaths. In summary, therefore, I believe that Little Chalfont has already taken more than its fair share of 
recent development and cannot support more than a small amount in the future without completely changing its 
character. 

Rep4336 
Donald Barber 
Consulting 
Engineer 

I HAVE RESIDED IN CHARTRIDGE LANE SINCE 1970. DURING THAT PERIOD THERE HAS BEEN CONSIDERABLE INFILL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMITTED REQUIRING CONNECTION TO THE PUBLIC UTILITY SERVICES. A REQUEST FOR AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL RISK ASSESSMENT WAS REFUSED ON THE BASIS OF CONSIDERED UNNECCESARY. ONE PARTICULAR 
PROBLEM IS THE CAPACITY OF THE MAIN DRAINAGE WHICH IS NOW CONSIDERABLY UNDERSIZED WHEN ASSESSED 
AGAINST RECOMMENDED NORMS. NO CONSIDERATION HAS BEEN GIVEN TO THE TRAFFIC VOLUME WHICH AT TIMES 
IS NOW A CONGESTION. 

  

Rep4337 Mr 
Neil Watts 

3) Chesham: There is an area of overgrown scrub etc on the Station Road end of The Backs, along from Waitrose. I am 
not sure who owns it or what is planned for it. There is also a derelict Church building along Red Lion Street which I 
believe is being marketed as a potential restaurant but considering how long it has been empty could it be converted 
into flats? 5) Spatial Strategy options a) Yes. I think this should have top priority. However I would not support the 
relocation of a town's open spaces as I feel they are an important part of a town and should be in easy walking distance 
for those properties in the centre which are least likely to have any open outdoor space of their own. b) I am not 
entirely sure what this means but I think it is important to protect buildings and areas of special character. c) I do not 
support this, not least because my property backs on to one of the areas in question. The purpose of Green Belt is to 
reduce the expansion of towns into the beautiful and limited countryside. As well as being good farming land many of 
the areas in question are in the Chilterns AONB and important for local biodiversity. Much of the wildlife in the area is 
dependent on the fields and surrounding woodlands and hedgerows. Modern housing estates with little or no gardens 
offer virtually nothing in terms of habitat except for maybe rats and urban foxes. Also I have concerns about 
infrastructure. Chesham's roads are already very congested at certain times of day, especially the main road. My 
daughter's school has already had to expand to allow for more children and my son's school is due to do the same. d) 
and e) Although I am not as familiar with these places I would not support expansion into current Green Belt. Where 
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would it end? For example Iver could easily expand to meet Uxbridge and Denham, Hillingdon and before long the 
urban sprawl of London stretches into Bucks. f) Not in support see (c), g) I am not sure what this would involve. Possibly 
in support depending on the actual plans. h) and i) Not in support see (c) What does extension mean anyway? A 
handful of houses or more than doubling the size of the village? j) What does sustainable growth mean in this context? 
I am not sure what 'in addition' would mean. I usually take sustainable development to be development that minimises 
risk to the environment and local habitats or takes the needs of the local environment into account. Meeting today's 
needs without compromising tomorrow. k) I am probably even less in support for expansion for commercial 
land/employment land than for housing as industrial estates have virtually no green spaces left at all. Of all these 
options (vi) the redevelopment of existing land would be the one I would support. 6) See 3 11) I think local Heritage 
assets are important and should receive an appropriate degree of protection. 16) An infrastructure capacity study 
would be essential. As I have already mentioned I am already concerned about Chesham's roads. The schools (Primary, 
and I assume therefore Secondary too in the near future) are already having to find space for increasing pupil numbers. 
I would not support a proposed CIL if it was in order to pay for the necessary infrastructure improvements for a project 
which would impact negatively on my property or local area, in fact I would be very cross about it. 

Rep4338 Mr 
Tony 
McCullagh 

I am writing to object on several parts of Chalfont St Peter. We have already new developments built and in the process 
of being built - Holy Cross and the Epilepsy developments. For these aforementioned houses, nobody has yet answered 
the question of how our infrastructure will cope with the influx of additional residents. Our schools - primary and 
secondary - are already oversubscribed. Where will all these new children go to school. Our existing draininage is not 
very satisfactory and couldn't cope with yet more additonal housing. Our other factilities - doctors etc are already 
oversubsribed. I understand the need for development and new housing but I disput the need to put so many of them 
in Chalfont St Peter and below I list my objectiions. 1) Mill Meadow: CSP 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. My oldest child was at this school, my middle child is still there and my youngest is due 
to start there in September. Already they have limited space within the school grounds which, if the relocation to Holy 
Cross had been approved, would have been resolved. Mill Meadow is their only sports facility and it is ridiculous to 
suggest using this area for housing for this reason alone. 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 
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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. All of 
my children use the play park regularly and attend the scouts hut which is next to Mill Meadow and the football 
ground. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding. It is not practical to build houses here. 2) 
The area next to A413 currently CSP cricket club. This is a beautiful area where children, adults and families can gather 
to play and watch crickets. The club is very popular and much utilised. All 3 of my children (aged 13 11 and 7) are 
members of this club. Why do we need a trading estate there? We are 6 miles from Slough which has some of the 
largest trading estates in Europe! We already have new build offices in CSP which are lying empty. 3) Beaconsfield 
Rugby club Again my sons were and are members of this thriving club and it would be criminal to build houses on such 
a wonderful and sociable area. 4)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. 

Rep4339 Kevin 
Keil 

I am horrified at 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 are: 1. This land is designated as Green Belt 
and any development would contravene local and national policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent 
urban sprawl. 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”). This is an important national and local asset.Surely 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. Little Chalfont has recently 
taken a large share of new housing compared to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham a 5.3% increase, 
Chesham 4.0% and Chalfont St. Peter 7.7%). We have taken a 12.4% increase. 5. Any new housing estates would 
severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, healthcare, water and 
waste management. We have one main road passing through Little Chalfont and the increase in traffic would be 
unbearable. As an example my son and I already have to stand on the train in to and,frequently, home from London. 
Any more on the train would be again unbearable. 6. I would like to draw your attention to the fields between Stony 
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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. Any development would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open 
space of Westwood Park. 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. There are also serious implications for the valuable chalk 
aquifers below this area. The Chilterns is one of the few places in England where chalk aquifers exist. We will be doing 
irreparable damage during the building of HS2, so to put more of the aquifer at risk would be irresponsible. I am equally 
concerned about 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. 

Rep4340 Mr 
Josh Brown 

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 
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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. 

Rep4342 Mr 
George 
Wypyski 

Question 17 With reference to the following document from Lepus Consulting- “Chiltern and South Bucks LP 
Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives January 2016LC-216 Chiltern & South 
Bucks_Reasonable_Alternatives_11_190116AP.docx” There are a number of points made thoughout this document 
but, I specifically refer you to the section on Prestwood. The area under consideration is shown in figure 3.13, which is 
roughly South of Prestwood village. Within this section the points are raised and I propose to answer these using the 
corresponding references, used in the report. 3.28.1 In that they state there are no Heritage Sites adjacent to the 
proposed site. I beg to differ as Lawrence Grove Ancient Woodland and Peterley Wood are well established wood 
areas, adjacent to the proposed site. These would, very much, be considered a Prestwood Heritage. 3.28.2 & 3.28.3 As 
is said, “This site is located in the nationally important Chilterns AONB.” and many residents the southern side of Lodge 
Lane have chosen to purchase their property due to the current openness. Moreso these fields are privately owned, 
many by adjacent residents and serve a purpose of keeping their horses, within specific paddocks. Additionally various 
forms of wildlife frequent these fields, especially at night, including deer, foxes, badgers, pheasants, owls and bats. 
They're very much seen as part of the wildlife territory, used for hunting, recreation and general foraging. Part of this 
plot is frequently used by walkers and Rambling groups for many of their pursuits. Loss of this land could be rather 
costly and alter this part of Prestwood forever, with a resultant loss of habitat for wildlife, people and overall 
attraction. 3.28.4 &3.28.8The comments on Transport links a rather simplistic and based on, as the crow flies, distances 
with outdated information. Great Missenden station is reached by a series of roads amounting to distance of 2+ km not 
the 1km claimed. Buses are infrequent, being once per hour, and would serve very little purpose in transporting 
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proposed residents to their desired locations, unless they were prepared to wait for a protracted journey. There is 1 
potential PF via Church Path. No other PF's exist. As for the Hospital, I assume they're referring to Wycombe General 
which has been closed to A&E patients for a number of years. The nearest is Stoke Mandeville Hospital A&E dept. 
which is some 15km away, by road. Doctor's surgeries would be about 2km not as claimed 1km. The local public 
transport options leave much to be desired and most people use cars. General- No question answered Aside from my 
comments relating to a potential site, to be taken out of the Green-Belt, Prestwood is not an ideal location for 
expansion. This is for many reasons but, similar to planning application CH/2015/1901/OA, which was refused by CDC 
Planning Committee, recently. This application was refused by CDC but more importantly a torrent of some 100+ public 
objections were received, highlighting the many reasons for objections. This would be multiplied and further 
compounded by any development on the site, as identified in figure 3.13. Some of the areas highlighted are e.g. Lack of 
local resources including Schools, Doctors, Dentists as they're over-stretched already. Very poor Transport 
infrastructure. Most people use cars. The quality of local roads also leaves much to be desired. Loss of wildlife and their 
habitat and further loss of recreational/public amenity areas. Whilst I am sympathetic to the need for housing, 
Prestwood, because of Financial pressures is never likely to become an area for the 1st-time buyer or indeed provide 
substantial contribution for affordable housing. To that end CDC need to look at other areas, outside of 
Prestwood/Great Missenden to fulfil it's quota. Furthermore, there's a housing crisis, mainly created in the Home 
Counties area, by people. Most workers either commute to London or other major Towns, where the work is, by car or 
train. As such it would be wise for the Govt. to seriously consider another Milton Keynes or Ebbsfleet development, 
with the advantage of including necessary resources and transport links, during it's development. 

Rep4343 Tom 
Fowler 

I write in the hope that the Planning Policy Team will agree that Little Chalfont has taken its share of housing needs by 
accepting the building of 298 homes. These days most people, though not all, own a car, so that could lead to upwards 
of 250 extra cars at least in the area. Before this happened parking was becoming much more difficult, so any further 
developments could lead to chaos. Little Chalfont has many excellent facilities but if parking is impossible, they will be 
out of reach to many residents. The pressure on the utilities, schools, doctor’s surgeries, etc. will be enormous. The 
likely result is that motorists would take their business elsewhere, to the detriment of the village. I urge you to take 
these points into consideration very seriously and to conclude that Little Chalfont should not be burdened with any 
more developments. 
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Rep4344 
Barbara 
Fowler 

I wish to register my objections to any misuse of the Green Belt and AONBs by using tham for housing development. 
Quite apart from the fact that this would go against the whole ourpose of these areas, Little Chalfont really cannot be 
expected to accept any more development. Already, car parking is a major difficulty and pressure on all the amenities 
would be enormous. I therefore hope that you will remove Little Chalfont from any further plans for development 
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Rep4345 
Timothy Hunt 

I submit herewith my initial comment on the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Consultation as it affects the Little 
Chalfont Village Community. I have read the Executive Summary of the Little Chalfont Community Association and Little 
Chalfont Parish Council’s response to the Issues and Options Consultation and heartily concur with and endorse the 
reasoning and objections therein. Unfortunately I only returned from Central America last night and have not had time 
to write to you so I trust that these comments by email will be acceptable. Neither have I had the time to research in 
depth the apparent dubious logic that appears to surround the reasoning behind the continued inclusion of Little 
Chalfont as a main settlement for growth; the appalling suggestion that housing and possible commercial development 
justifies the special circumstances required for the release of Green Belt land; and that such development should be 
proposed in an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty: • The continued inclusion of Little Chalfont in the Plan as a main 
settlement for growth is to my mind unacceptable and the village should now be removed from the short list of main 
settlements for growth. The village has already accommodated more than its fair share of new development over the 
past year or so, with new housing on two sites within the village alone topping 300 units. Village infrastructure is 
already strained and new housing estates would put intolerable pressures on local education and health facilities and 
other essential services. Traffic is already a major problem in the village exacerbated by non-local traffic on the main A 
404 which bisects the village. Parking has already become a nightmare partly as a result of new housing development 
and there is no capacity to absorb any increase in the requirement. • However, the most important issue is the 
proposal in the Plan for the destruction of areas of Green Belt adjacent to the village and included with in this, an Area 
of Outstanding Beauty, simply on the grounds of the need for more housing. The Release of Green Belt is contrary to 
the NPPF and the need for housing cannot constitute the ‘very special circumstances’ required for such release. The 
Government did not set up Green Belt land simply as a reserve for future housing and industrial development and it is 
completely unacceptable that the Plan should propose that such development should take place on land which has 
been designated as Green Belt in order to protect it from exactly this sort of action which appears to me to be 
irresponsible in the extreme. 
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Rep4346 Mrs 
Claire Brown 

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 
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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. 
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Rep4347 Bob 
Nicklin 

As a resident of Little Chalfont for over 30 years I have watched as the village has grown. as has been necessary to cope 
with the requirement for more housing. It is only right that all areas share the responsibility for building across the 
South East. The recent building of 253 homes in Bell Lane has been absorbed into the village and as such should be 
considered as Little Chalfont's contribution to this. There are also 45 properties being built off Burtons Lane and flats 
on the White lion Road near St Nicholas Close bringing the New Builds to well over 300. These extra properties have 
stretched the local amenities to their limit, schools, Dr's and parking has become extremely difficult. The 404 runs 
through the village and the extra traffic has had a huge impact on day to day life in the village as it is, with many more 
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cars using the local facilities and roads. The areas of Green belt were put there for a purpose. There need to be ' Very 
Special Circumstances' for looking at building on it. I cannot see that these have been met. Therefore Little Chalfont 
should not be part of the possible list of main settlements in the Council's Core Strategy. 

Rep4348 Barry 
Morgan 
Timms 

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. So much so that one of the 
largest new employers in the village, RWS Group has arranged a shuttle bus for the large number of commuters 
travelling from outside of the area. Those commuters who drive into the village park their vehicles at any place on 
main/side estate roads where no yellow lines operate. This has caused disruption to normal traffic flow, and congestion 
to the village. 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. Current Government directions require a health/life balance for school pupils. c. The area 
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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 flooding situation has 
been evidenced this year alone by the number of cancellations of scheduled football league games this season alone. 2. 
The Epilepsy Society site (ESS): a. This 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 Nicholls Road (extended towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road to Kingships 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 
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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. 

Rep4349 Jill, 
Kevin, Lauren 
and Oscar 
Cooper 

We would like to state our strong objection to the plans of building more houses in Little Chalfont and in particular in 
Westwood Park. It's a ridiculous idea to have no recreational space for the children from the village. Please consider 
this email as 4 very strong objections. 

  

Rep4350 
Melissa 
Blissett 

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. 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 and submit my 
rejection to the Green Belt Review that includes "Green Belt Parcel No. 22a" which comprises: 1. Westwood Park 2. The 
area bounded by Bell Lane, Latimer Road and Stoney Lane INCLUDING WESTWOOD This area of land is apparently likely 
to be declassified as Green Belt. 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: Loss of green belt land 1. This land is designated 
as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national policy. Green Belt land 
was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of reserve building land. 2. 
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. They were 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. 3. Removal of woodlands would have an irreversible effect on 
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the environment and the nature it supports. Loss of habitats and a reduction in range and quantity of species is very 
likely to have an impact on the surrounding environment & wildlife, particularly in the Chess Valley. 4. Removal of the 
woodland and the building of concreted roads is likely to have drainage and soil issues for adjacent arable land. 5. 
Removal of woodlands would destroy the ethos of Little Chalfont as a rural village. 6. The woodland is a highly valued 
feature of Little Chalfont residents as demonstrated by the recent support for development of the nature park. 7. 
Needs for potential new inhabitants should be balanced with the rights for the existing population who have chosen to 
live in a rural community in an area of outstanding beauty. 8. 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 this area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local 
and national planning policy. Social issues 1. Surely the removal of public woodlands which are frequently used by a 
wide section of the community for running, cycling, horse riding and walking would contradict Government and NHS 
objectives for public health and wellbeing. Having external green areas to access is widely accepted to have positive 
effects on mental health. 2. Consideration should be given to what percentage of new housing will be for genuine 
housing needs and not predominantly for the benefit of buy-to-let investors, as evidenced by the high percentage of 
rental properties within the recent Bell Lane estate. With this comes the impact of renters who sometimes have less 
consideration for upkeep and for the local environment. 3. The change in the environment could lead to a detrimental 
impact on housing values in the area. This could have a significant effect on charitable legacies, particularly to local 
charities. 4. If the woodland is removed to make way for new housing estates, this removes many opportunities for 
youth recreation. This could lead to anti-social behaviour if there are insufficient leisure opportunities, which would 
impact the whole community. 5. Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural 
character and setting of Little Chalfont village. Impact on infrastructure 1. Any new housing estates would severely 
overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, healthcare, water and waste 
management. 2. Local schools are already oversubscribed. We failed to get our son into our nearest school within 10 or 
so minutes walk – I believe allocated spaces only went to 0.8 mile. 3. There are already parking issues in the area, 
recently highlighted at Little Chalfont parade and reflected by the ongoing issue of commuters parking in residential 
roads. Whilst sometimes this is due to financial considerations, I know from experience that the station car park is 
often at capacity. 4. An increased population could have detrimental impacts on waiting times for medical 
appointments, particularly given there is a large proportion of vulnerable elderly and young children living in the area. 
5. An increased population could lead to pressure on water supplies in a population with a large proportion of 
vulnerable elderly and young children. 6. There is already significant traffic congestion through Little Chalfont towards 
the M25 in the mornings and an increased population would impact on this further. This is likely to have a 
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disproportionate impact on working mothers, trying to reach work on time after specified school drop off times. 
Additional points In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. a 12.4% increase) of new housing 
compared to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham a 5.3% increase, Chesham 4.0% and Chalfont St. Peter 
7.7%). 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. 

Rep4351 
Helga Cooke 

I am a resident of Little Chalfont (since 1996) and am writing in response to the Regulation 18 Consultation and the 
Joint Local Plan between the Chiltern District Council (CDC) and the South Bucks Council. I am opposed to the Joint 
Local Plan and in particular to the proposals for additional housing and development in Little Chalfont for the following 
reasons: • The housing development proposals for Little Chalfont & the immediate surrounding areas are greatly 
disproportionate compared with other areas, and this has increasingly been the case over the last 10 years. If they 
were to be put in place, Little Chalfont would eventually merge with Chorleywood, Chalfont St Giles and Amersham, 
effectively creating an unsightly New Town, ruining the semi-rural character of all these historic villages. • The vast 
erosion of Green Belt land - and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty - that is being proposed will itself destroy the 
natural beauty, wildlife habitats, ancient woodlands and much-used footpaths of the area. • Little Chalfont simply does 
not have the infrastructure to support the greatly increased local population (already at the limits of what can be 
comfortably supported) that will arise as a result of these Local Plan proposals. I wish in particular to cite the following: 
inadequate parking; pressure on local school places (already with long waiting lists); immensely increased local road 
traffic, with long traffic jams in both the morning and evening weekday rush-hour; pressure on local doctors' surgeries, 
with increasingly lengthy waiting times for appointments; insufficient places on trains in the rush-hour; insufficient 
local shops; and insufficient leisure facilities. 

  

Rep4352 RCA 
Regeneration 
Ltd on behalf 
of Mr & Mrs 

Winkers Farm Club, Denham Lane. RCA Regeneration Ltd has been instructed by Mr and Mrs Maynard (the owners of 
Winkers Nightclub) to submit representations to the Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation Incorporating Issues and 
Options. We consider that the site represents an excellent opportunity for a residential-led mixed use development, to 
be promoted through the development plan process. You will be aware that initial site identification has concluded that 
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Maynard 
Owners of 
Winkers 
Nightclub 

the site could be subject to potential Green Belt release over the course of the coming years. The site is available and 
ready for development now as the site is in single ownership and the owners are keen to promote. The site comprises a 
nightclub, residential accommodation for the current owners, car parking, outbuildings and garden areas/landscaping. 
The site is accessed directly from Denham Lane via two main vehicular and pedestrian gateways. You will also be aware 
that there are (at the time of writing) live proposals for the redevelopment of the Winkers site to 4 dwellings. The site 
is located to the south and east of the main built up area of the large village of Chalfont St Peter. To the east is the 
M25, to the south is a golf course and to the north and west are residential properties, including the detached 
properties forming The Warren. The site is located on the edge of Chalfont St Peter and is entirely washed over by 
Green Belt. However, it is not subject to any other restrictive designations, and we consider it to be sustainably located. 
There are a number of employment opportunities available to prospective residents within the village centre of 
Chalfont St Peter and Gerrard’s Cross to the south. The site also within walking distance of a number of key local 
services including Calcot Medical Centre and the Misbourne GP Surgery and a number of schools in the village. The 
main shops, post office, banks and other facilities are located to the north and west of the site in the village centre. The 
site offers a unique opportunity to create a mix of uses that would complement the predominantly residential nature of 
the immediate locality, and we welcome further discussions with the planning authority at the appropriate time. 

Rep4353 Nigel 
Beaney 
Rep4354 
Tracey Beaney 
Rep4375 
James Beaney 

Fundamentally the planning decision to allocate large parcels of Green Belt around Little Chalfont for development 
ratchets up the social and environmental impact to this village. It may be convenient and certainly the economies of 
scale will be very lucrative to developers, but the cost is the concentration of issues to a small community of existing 
local residents. It is unacceptable and incoherent to make such decisions until the effects of HS2 on housing 
requirements in the area are fully realised. Whilst my postal address is Chalfont St Giles, my house is on Loudhams 
Wood Lane which is on the edge of Little Chalfont village hence the plans for this village directly affect me. I fully 
support the Little Chalfont Community Association response to this consultation; I wanted to raise three issues that I 
feel the process needs to address in considering these developments: • Little Chalfont has had a track record since 
1960 of consistently working to maintain the character of the village and its surrounding Green Belt. • The powers 
being applied in support of this application are Special and are intended to be applied only when all other potential 
sites in the South East have been ruled out. This is far from being the case. • The size of the proposed development will 
overwhelm the existing infrastructure and drive wholesale change to the nature of the village and its surrounding 
environment. Little Chalfont has had a track record since 1960 of consistently working to maintain the character of the 
village and its surrounding Green Belt. The Green Belt around our village is a vital factor to our local environment. Our 
objections to these proposed developments are not a short-term reaction, but rather a continuation in a long line of 
activities that show how committed Little Chalfont residents are to maintaining the distinct semi rural nature of our 
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Metropolitan line settlement. I would like to draw your attention to the investment by local residents in our new 
Nature Park as evidence of the special importance that green space has to villages like ours. We are a village and we do 
wish to become a town, nor do we wish to become part of a suburban corridor that extends from Amersham to 
Rickmansworth, which appears to be a likely extension of these plans as additional pieces of Green Belt are carved out 
for development. The powers being applied in support of this application are Special and are intended to be applied 
only when all other potential sites in the South East have been ruled out. This is far from being the case. Up and down 
the country there is an epidemic of golf courses that have fallen into disuse and developers are lining up to purchase 
this Green Belt land for development. Their argument for planning consent is that the land has previously been used for 
leisure and therefore is not “prime” Green Belt. Patently this is an absurd position. The use of Green Belt for golf has 
little, if any, impact on the surrounding environment which is exactly why it has been allowed. Prior planning consent 
should not be used as a wedge for further, much more impactful development of the land. The requirement of the 
planning process is to look at future intended use and its impact on the surrounding environment. The powers that are 
being applied in support of this application are Special; they were enacted to provide councils with flexibility where 
there are no alternatives. They are not intended to provide councils with free access to develop Green Belt because it is 
easier and more convenient that Brown Belt and infill sites. These developments should be rejected. The size of the 
proposed development will overwhelm the existing infrastructure and drive wholesale change to the nature of the 
village and its surrounding environment. The proposed developments are all large. Individually any one would swamp 
Little Chalfont; Collectively they virtually double the size of the village and the infrastructure changes that will be 
required to support such a large increase in new houses will be significantly alter the village environment. Little 
Chalfont’s infrastructure could not support the new housing estates that are being proposed. Unlike neighbouring 
settlements the village is a linear development centred around a single trunk road, (the A404), which already funnels 
local and non-local traffic through the village as all traffic entering and exiting the village has to use this road. Any 
additional land development will simply add to the volume of vehicles that have to access this road. The impact on road 
congestion will be significant issues. Our local schools and medical facilities are already oversubscribed, whilst our 
shopping facilities are small and consistent with the village style that we have sought to protect over the last decades. 
Further development will generate pressure to make changes that are not consistent with the village environment the 
residents have fought to maintain. Summary All of these issues are a direct consequence of parcelling up large areas of 
land rather than spreading the increase of housing across the county. Individually each parcel will have enormous social 
impacts on a village that is currently surrounded by Green Belt; collectively they would fundamentally and irrevocably 
change the nature of this village. Green Belt is a long term asset that should not be released in response to short term 
issues. It may be convenient and it may be easier for planners and developers, but in this case it concentrates the social 
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and environmental impacts on a small area that has already shouldered the development of 298 new homes. The 
developments should be rejected so that planners can look at better ways to spread the burden in developments that 
do not require the destruction of Green Belt that was implemented precisely to avoid the sprawl of development 
between distinct village communities. 

Rep4356 John 
Brearley JSP 
Planning 

Call for Site Submission - Land adjacent to Cheyne Cottage - Chalfont St Peter This Consultation notes that a formal 
additional call for sites will not be needed and the Councils confirm that they will consider additional sites nominated 
for inclusion with previous 'call for sites' submissions. In that context I have been instructed to forward the following 
site to the Council: Land east of Cheyne Cottage, Long Walk, Chalfont St Giles HP8 4AW. For ease of reference a site 
identification plan is also attached. The site is available and can deliver 6-10 dwellings. Services currently feed the 
adjoining developed area and initial investigations suggest they have capacity to feed the proposed development. The 
development can be achieved within years 0-5 of the plan period. Apart from the Green Belt, the site is free from 
constraint and is suitable for development being level ground forming a logical extension to the linear housing 
development to the east along Long Walk and sitting opposite to the housing development on the south side of the 
Walk which extends along its whole length to the east for a considerable distance beyond the eastern site boundary. 
The parcel of land is contained within an 'urban expansion option' for Little Chalfont, as identifed by the Issues and 
Options consultation. The site also falls within general areas 29 and 35 of the stage one Green Belt Review, which 
concludes that "General Areas 29 and 35 meet the NPPF purposes. In addition there is scope to collectively consider an 
identified broad area further, bounded by Lodge Lane, Roughwood Lane and the B442 (Nightingales Lane) and 
collectively identified as RSA-10; this area may score weakly and could be considered further". The site is carried 
forward within RSA-10. It is agreed that site RSA-10 does not meet the 5 tests of the Green Belt, as identified within the 
National Planning Policy Framework. The site, when considered on it's own merits, also fails to meet these tests which 
indicates it should be removed from the Green Belt to enable development to contribute to meeting the Objectively 
Assessed Needs of the District. The site is conveniently located to take advantage of the facilities of Little Chalfont, 
which is located 0.8m away from the site. Little Chalfont is well served with convenience and comprative retail options, 
along with cafes and restaurants. The town is also well connected to the Strategic Road Network, with access to the 
M25 being only 3m from the site. The town also offers direct trains to London, via the metroplitian line station, which is 
a 15 minute walk from the site. The development site offers the opportunity to extend the built form, in a manor that 
reflects the exsiting settlement pattern in this area of Little Chalfont, which largely consists of detached dwellings. The 
site could also be considered as part of RSA-10. In the event that all of RSA-10 comes forward for development, the 
land owner will work with adjoining land owners to bring forward a more comprehensive development option for the 
site. However it should be noted that the site is within the sector of RSA-10 most closely accessible to the centre of 
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Little Chalfont and its facilities. A previous application, for five dwellings was refused in 2011 on the following Grounds: 
Impact on the Green Belt, Design (bulk and massing) of the dwellings and impact on protected trees. It is considered 
that reasons '2 & 3' can readily be addressed in a well designed scheme bringing forward the site for development at 
which time density and other parameters can be negotiated with the Council. It is likely that the similar development 
potential of adjoining land will enable options to be explored for joint access etc. which would be mutually 
advantageous and beneficial in planning terms. In order to meet their housing needs, it is clear the Council will have to 
release some land from the Green Belt. The draft HELAA suggests that there The draft HELAA suggests that there is not 
suffient brownfield land to accommodate the number of dwellings required to meet the identified needs of the District. 
Relying on Aylesbury Vale to accommodate un-met needs arising from the Council's requirement is not considered to 
be a sustainable option, especially when considered against the growth Aylesbury Vale is currently accomodating. A 
further 7,500 dwellings in Ayelsbury Vale would further strain resources and infrastructure, which are severely lacking 
in the District. It is also considered that accomodating the un-met need within Chiltern will lead to more affordable 
housing units being delivered where they are most needed. This consultation at 1.8 c) expressly invites comment on 
the Joint Local Plan evidence base. The site was not submitted to the Chiltern Call for Sites in early 2015 only because, 
in advance of subsequent iteration of documents forming the evidence base, there was insufficient indication that the 
site would satisfy the criteria for allocation and removal from the Green Belt. It is now apparent that the site qualifies 
on both of these counts and that had it it been considered at that stage it then logically it would have been included in 
the HELAA Sites accepted at Stage 1. This would also accord with the findings and output of the Green Belt review 
process as described above and to achieve consistency its second stage iteration of more detailed site evaluation 
should reinforce the credentials of the site for removal from the Green Belt and development. The only significant 
scoring recorded in the Arup Green Belt Assessment Proformas is in respect of GB purpose 3 - the safeguarding of the 
countryside from encroachment. However the comments in the Assessment column reveal that the development of 
the whole area would only have a moderate impact in terms of encroachment. The development of the site itself would 
have a much lesser, indeed minimal, impact in this regard. Hence if the site had been assessed in isolation according to 
the relevant criteria it would have have failed to serve GB purposes on all criteria. 

Rep4357 Mr 
Jonathon 
Pegler 
Chairman 
Chalfont 
Heights Road 

Chalfont Heights Roads Committee Limited (UCHRC") owns the roads and verges of the Chalfont Heights Estate ("the 
Estate") and is responsible, on behalf of the 197 households of the Estate, for maintaining the roads and verges and 
preserving the character of the Estate. CHRC is the beneficiary of covenants over properties on the Estate and, 
importantly for the purposes of this submission, over neighbouring properties. Those who were instrumental in the 
creation of the Estate were careful to include covenants in the conveyances by which building plots on the Estate were 
sold and also by which the neighbouring fields between the Estate and Denham Lane were sold in 1954. In doing so, 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 
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Committee Ltd aim was to protect and preserve the environment of the Estate, both within its boundaries and in the surrounding 
fields. The benefit of the covenants is held by CHRC as successors in title to the Trustees of the Chalfont Heights Estate. 
We therefore have an interest in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local plan and this letter sets out our views in response 
to the consultation documents. MATTERS OF STRATEGY We submit that the highest priority of the Councils in relation 
to provision of additional housing sites should be to identify brownfield sites that can be redeveloped. Thereafter the 
priority should be to find additional sites - not within the green belt - within existing communities that have adequate 
transport links and infrastructure to support additional development. Only after all other possibilities for development 
and redevelopment have been exhausted should consideration be given to the removal of Green Belt protection. 
Removal of Green Belt protection should only be considered for areas where possible development: • would be 
supported by adequate transport links; • could be supported by adequate infrastructure; • would not result in loss of 
adequate separation between individual settlements creating sprawling conurbations; • would not result in the loss of 
important and relatively scarce local green spaces. CHALFONT ST PETER We are very surprised that consideration is 
being given to allocating a wholly disproportionate amount of future development to Chalfont St Peter. Other parts of 
Chiltern and South Bucks districts are far more suitable for sustainable development or redevelopment. In the recent 
past planning consent has been given for 600 further dwellings in Chalfont St Peter; that is already an increase of some 
10% in housing stock. Although the majority of those new homes have not yet been completed and their impact on 
local infrastructure has yet to be felt, local infrastructure is already struggling to meet existing demands. Alone among 
what the consultation document refers to as the main settlements, Chalfont St Peter does not have a rail or 
underground station; Lower Road and Market Place are difficult to negotiate at most times during the working day, and 
the junctions with the High Street and Church Lane are particularly difficult during rush hours; there is frequently a 
queue of 1000m from the top of Kingsway along Packhorse Road to Gerrards Cross station. The redevelopment of the 
Holy Cross Convent site will exacerbate these problems, as will the development on the grounds of the National 
Epilepsy Centre - which additionally will create further strain on traffic flow on Joiners Lane, Copthall Lane and 
Rickmansworth Lane. All these developments will adversely affect traffic flow on the A413, particularly north of Joiners 
Lane. Transport considerations alone should therefore rule out future largescale development at Chalfont St Peter, and 
lead to the conclusion that development should be concentrated on the other main settlements with stations or on 
smaller settlements that have good rail links and have not so far been subject to development, such as Great 
Missenden. Transport is only one infrastructure concern, however. In Chalfont St Peter, schools, social services, health 
services and emergency services are already running at or beyond capacity. Securing school places is becoming difficult, 
and doctors' lists are closed to new patients. The centre of Chalfont St Peter has suffered repeated flooding in recent 
years and sewage and foul water systems are unable to cope at peak periods - the sewer running through Chalfont 

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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Heights has itself overflowed within the past year. It will be easier to add infrastructure in other settlements than in 
Chalfont St Peter.  COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC PROPOSALS Four areas identified in the various documents would impact 
CHRC and the residents of the Estate: • The fields to the south and east of Chalfont Heights, including Winkers Farm 
and Nightclub; • The Tithe Barn in Sandy Rise; • The area to the east of the lower end of Woodside Hill • 
Reconsideration of ERASC status We consider each in turn. THE FIELDS TO THE SOUTH AND EAST OF CHALFONT 
HEIGHTS The consultation document envisages that these fields are capable of providing 300 new dwellings, which 
would require removal of Green Belt protection. We are strongly opposed to the removal of Green Belt protection from 
these field and, indeed, consider that the fields should be designated as Local Green Space. There are no special 
circumstances (as set out in planning legislation and guidance) justifying removal of Green Belt status from the fields: 
quite the contrary, since the fields continue to fulfill their green belt purpose and are important to the community. As 
well as constituting a local amenity in close proximity to the village and providing a location for exercise, for dog 
walkers and for the Paccar Scout Camp, the fields are tranquil, contain areas of beauty and provide a haven and a 
corridor for wildlife - some of it protected wildlife, such as bats and other rare animals and birds. In our view, those 
considerations justify additional protection by designation as a Local Green Space, rather than removal of Green Belt 
status. If the Council nevertheless wishes to continue to consider removal of Green Belt status, a full environmental 
and wildlife study over a prolonged period would be required. We also point out that there are legal complications. 
Those who established the Estate were careful to protect its surroundings (with a view to preserving its special 
character) by including covenants in the title to the fields when they were sold in 1954. CHRC is the present beneficiary 
of those covenants, which·grant it extensive rights in respect of any development proposal - rights that it would 
exercise for the benefit of the Estate and its residents. Development of the fields would represent a loss of amenity 
particularly for the Estate properties bordering the fields but also for the Estate generally - amenity that those who 
established the Estate sought to protect. We note, in passing, that we have supported recent limited housing 
development proposals for the Winkers Nightclub and Farm solely on the basis that we considered them preferable to 
the existing nightclub and derelict farm and stable buildings. THE TITHE BARN SITE We note that provided the existing 
community facility, the Council considers that the site might be suitable for redevelopment. We point out that access 
to the site is over private roads owned by CHRC - assuming that no permission would be given for access onto Joiners 
Lane. For all practical purposes, therefore, the site should be considered as part of the Estate in the event of future 
redevelopment - and therefore subject to the same constraints as other properties on the Estate. LAND SOUTH OF THE 
ESTATE ALONG THE A413 The area to the south east of the lower part of Woodside Hill - on both sides of the A413 up 
to the railway viaduct has been identified as under consideration for employment uses; it is presently within the Green 
Belt. We oppose this proposal, and specifically oppose removal from the Green Belt. Development would result in 
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Chalfont St Peter's sprawling until it almost adjoined the M25 and Tatling End. Development would represent a loss of 
amenity for properties on the lower part of Woodside Hill. The land appears to be on the flood plain of the River 
Misbourne and development would therefore seem to contravene recent Government policy relating to flood 
protection. REVIEW OF ERASC Most of the Estate has for many years been designated by Chiltern District Council as an 
Established Residential Area of Special Character; that designation has been reaffirmed repeatedly in successive CDC 
Strategy Documents and Plans, most recently in 2013. The special character of the Estate derives not just from the 
architecture of the houses, and the rural feel of the gardens roads and verges, but the fact that the Estate is bounded 
to the East and South by Green Belt land - to the East by open fields and to the South by the Gerrards Cross Golf Club. 
As stated previously, those who established the Estate sought to protect its character by imposing covenants by which 
CHRC can supplement the force of planning regulations. The Plan refers to a review of the purpose and function of 
existing areas of special control such as ERASC. The designation of the Estate as an ERASC has assisted the Council and 
CHRC in protecting the appearance and character of the Estate and we wish to nominate the Estate for the same level 
of protection in future. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft Plan. If you wish to discuss any of our 
comments - particularly those relating to covenants - please contact me. Otherwise, please keep us informed as the 
plan develops; we look forward to future involvement. 

Rep4358 Jo 
Snowden 

Housing in Little Chalfont Little Chalfont has already undergone significant change with two large housing estates (Bell 
Lane and Donkey Field) being built in recent years. Little Chalfont is a village with limited amenities (see below for 
further details re infrastructure) and is not somewhere that can simply just absorb a further significant increase in 
housing numbers. It should therefore not be identified as a ‘main settlement for growth’. I understand that new 
housing needs must be met throughout the South Bucks regions but these must be met within the existing village 
boundaries. The boundaries have been put in place for a reason. Green Belt and AOAB There is a very real and 
significant danger that the desire to meet the housing needs will gradually erode the beautiful countryside that 
surrounds and defines Little Chalfont. Once gone, the Green Belt areas and areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty will 
never return, because we live on a small island with an every increasing population. You can concede countryside to 
the developers, but you will never achieve the opposite. With a little erosion here, and a little there, it will only be a 
few generations before villages like Little Chalfont become indistinguishable from other neighbourhoods such as 
Chorleywood and the AONB will disappear. Councils should have a farsighted vision because each generation will not 
remember the concessions of the past. What will seem like a small concession by each generation will become very 
large when looking at cumulatively over a few generations. The successive watering down of planning legislation that 
exists to protect the beautiful countryside in the UK is in danger of changing the landscape forever. The AONB in Little 
Chalfont supports a huge range of wild life including wild deer, rabbits, badgers, birds of prey and so on, all of which 
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would be severally impacted by significant further developments. In summary, we believe very strongly that the vision 

for 2036 should be to maintain the village feel and to protect as far as possible the surrounding  countryside. Where 
development on existing Green Belt is unavoidable, it should be restricted to areas that minimize sprawl. 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’. This should not be disregarded and replaced with new style housing estates which are certainly not 
naturally beautiful. The Countryside and Rights of Way Act of 2000 placed a duty on public bodies to ‘have regard to 
the purpose of the AONB’. This is only 15 years ago and should not now be disregarded. Infrastructure The catchment 
for Little Chalfont Primary School is already at breaking point, a position further worsened by the Donkey Field 
Development. We live within catchment for this school but were not able to get a place for our daughter last year. We 
were one of 17 in catchment that did not get a place. This is already an unacceptable statistic, and we are forced to 
drive to Chalfont St Giles twice a day for school runs. You would expect a seat on a train into London at this distance (an 
hours journey t the city where both me and my husband work), but this is often not the case at peak times. We often 
have to stand or take a slow train. It will become significantly worse once the Donkey Field development is complete, 
and any further housing in the area will make the situation even worse. It should be really important for the main flow 
of traffic to be kept to the existing urban parts of Little Chalfont. It is imperative to avoid having to widen narrow rural 
lanes, which if happened would set a worrying precedent and severely damage the rural village feel of Little Chalfont. 
Many of the rural lanes such as Roughwood, Lodge Lane and Burtons Lane often have horses on them due to the 
number of surrounding farms etc. Roughwood Lane is essentially a singletrack Lane and could not accommodate any 
further cars cutting through from Lodge Lane as is the case already. There is very limited parking at the parade of shops 
in Little Chalfont and the current system of ‘one out, one in’ will not work if the population significantly increases (and 
also if the new development is in areas away from the village centre which would encourage more driving in). In 
summary I strongly object to the release of green belt land within Little Chalfont to meet the number of additional 
houses required in South Bucks.  

Rep4359 Evie 
Sowden 

Little Chalfont has already undergone significant change with two large housing estates (Bell Lane and Donkey Field) 
being built in recent years. Little Chalfont is a village with limited amenities (see below for further details re 
infrastructure) and is not somewhere that can simply just absorb a further significant increase in housing numbers. It 
should therefore not be identified as a ‘main settlement for growth’. There is a very real and significant danger that the 
desire to meet the housing needs will gradually erode the beautiful countryside that surrounds and defines Little 
Chalfont. Once gone, the Green Belt areas and areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty will never return, because we live 
on a small island with an every increasing population. The successive watering down of planning legislation that exists 
to protect the beautiful countryside in the UK is in danger of changing the landscape forever. The AONB in Little 
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Chalfont supports a huge range of wild life including wild deer, rabbits, badgers, birds of prey and so on, all of which 
would be severally impacted by significant further developments. In summary, we believe very strongly that the vision 

for 2036 should be to maintain the village feel and to protect as far as possible the surrounding  countryside. Where 
development on existing Green Belt is unavoidable, it should be restricted to areas that minimize sprawl. We live within 
catchment for this school but were not able to get a place for our daughter last year. We were one of 17 in catchment 
that did not get a place. It should be really important for the main flow of traffic to be kept to the existing urban parts 
of Little Chalfont. It is imperative to avoid having to widen narrow rural lanes, which if happened would set a worrying 
precedent and severely damage the rural village feel of Little Chalfont. There is very limited parking at the parade of 
shops in Little Chalfont and the current system of ‘one out, one in’ will not work if the population significantly increases 
(and also if the new development is in areas away from the village centre which would encourage more driving in). 

Rep4361 
Susannah 
Davis 

I am replying to Question 2 of "Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating 
Issues and Options (January - March 2016). I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage (Great Missenden Garage Ltd), 
Rignall Road, Great Missenden should be made available for residential development. If the garage goes, Great 
Missenden will lose a valuable and much-appreciated local amenity. Closure and change of use will mean another loss 
of a local business and six skilled local jobs. I have used that garage for nearly 25 years. It's easily accessible from the 
village and I can walk to it from Rook Wood Way along the London Road. Losing the garage will have a bad impact on 
villagers who both depend on their cars and also cannot walk very far to retrieve them from a garage. The business also 
serves customers who live further away, in South Heath, Amersham, Great Kingshill, Little Hampden and The Lee. I 
greatly admire and appreciate Great Missenden Garage Ltd who currently run their business at that site. They've not 
only fixed cars for me and for my family, but go out of their way to assist their customers - for example they once spent 
the best part of an hour persuading a recalcitrant new tyre on to my wheelbarrow. I would be angry and upset if the 
business was forced to close or relocate. Wicks Garage should not be included amongst the HELAA sites deemed 
suitable for development. 

  

Rep4362 
Karen Hall 

I am responding to question 2 of the Chiltern and south bucks local plan initiate consultation (regulation 18) 
incorporating issues and options (January - March 2016). 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. 

  

Rep4363 Mrs 
Kathleen 
Evans 

I have lived in the village for 40 years, by choice. I was a teacher in Islington, which involved a commute taking over an 
hour each way, but thought it worthwhile in order to live in a smaller community than a town, and the option of 
walking from the house to activites and events in the centre of the village ie Community Centre, Garden Club, scout 
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hut, Church and childrens playground. I object very strongly to the proposal to remove the green belt status from this 
area, Mill Meadow, along the A413 heading out from the Greyhound roundabout towards Amersham. A community 
benefits from having such amenities close to the centre. This includes the Football pitch and the Tennis club, also the 
Allotments, which provide people with the opportunity for recreation and organic produce if they wish, while 
maintaining wildlife diversity. This area is also very actractive for walking, with an ancient footpath leading to Chalfont 
St Giles. With the River Misbourne providing aquatic habitats, the area supports a wide diversity of wildlife. An initiative 
with the support of Lady Gibb planted trees and bulbs, also made a pond, near to the Community Centre, which is very 
well used. If the plans up for discussion are approved it will create a very long, thin built-up area so all the more reason 
the keep amenities such as these accessible from the centre. I object to the green belt boundary being moved to 
encompass the area of the Epilepsy Centre because the likely outcome will be housing development. The land has had 
rural use eg for farming and this land provides a wildlife habitat that helps buffer the housing development at 
|Newlands Park from existing housing. Its existence links back to the original designation of land as green belt. 
Replacement with housing would add many more cars to those already using the narrow roads into the village , the 
A413, for school and work journeys. (There is hardly any public transport). Although the projected change to the green 
belt boundaries are all that is being considered now, it cannot be separated from the potential use of the land, which 
will almost certainly be housing. I believe we are extremely fortunate to have enjoyed the benefits that have resulted 
from the farsightedness and wisdom of others at the end 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. As someone who has worked in London for many years, I know that my colleagues appreciated the 
opportunites for getting out to the countryside in a reasonable time at the weekend. I worked at Edexcel International, 
being visited by headteachers and educators from many countries, all of whom admired the foresight of the planners 
who had allowed Londoners access to beautiful countryside. We enjoy living here, but many people prefer city or town 
amenities - we should not forget this when considering altering green belt boundaries. Once the population of our 
cillage is almost doubled, and its village nature changed, there will be no going back. This is why I object strongly to the 
proposed change in designation of the Epilepsy centre site. Transport The A413 from the Greyhound northwards 
cannot currently cope with the traffic during the morning and evening rush hours. It is already very difficult to turn 
onto the A413 from Rickmansworth Lane. With additional families , if the Epilepsy site was redesignated, there would 
be severe problems. The Packhorse Road through Gerrards Cross during the late afternoon is already extremely 
congested. This is before the additional 630 plus houses being planned with the developments at Holy Cross and 
Newlands Park; when completed the situation will be exacerbated. The A413, B416 and smaller through routes would 
be put under intolerable pressure to cope with additional traffic caused by additional employment or accommodation 
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in the area. Development on the east side of the A413/Chalfont Park area I do not believe that it should be developed 
as industrial units, warehousing or distribution centres. The area lacks any public transport provision. 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 is a 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 therefore seems unnecessary to 
increase office space even further. 

Rep4364 Alex 
Bach 

I write in a personal capacity in relation to the future of Chalfont St Giles in order to reinforce three fundamental 
points. It is intended that these complement the formal and detailed representations that are being made by both the 
village Parish Council and the Conservation Area Committee. Before doing so I would like to disclose my interests as 
follows. 1. Resident of Chalfont St Giles (with young family); 2. Owner of [……], Bowstridge Lane and trustee of the 
HELAA site CD0148; 3. Deputy Chairman of Chalfont St Giles Conservation Area Committee; 4. Member of housing 
focus group supporting preparation of Chalfont St Giles neighbourhood plan (led by the CSG Parish Council); 5. 
Professionally - actively involved in i) forming future national policy for ‘housing and care’ (NHS’ role in particular) ii) a 
new approach to small scale house building that serves and is in direct partnership with the local community. [Part B – 
Public] Point 1 – Built Area Extension Option for Chalfont St Giles In 1939 the County Council acquired land which 
includes the built area extension option land for Chalfont St Giles. The council at the time identified this section of the 
Misbourne Valley as land most in need of protection from development following the metropolitan green belt act the 
previous year and the growing pressure for improved road links. It would be ironic if the unintended consequence of 
singling out this site for protection meant that it would be prioritised for development 77 years later. The LPA will be 
well placed to judge whether the fact that this land came into District Council ownership in 2002 should be a material 
consideration for allocating it as a housing development site in 2016. Any argument related to deliverability would 
surely be undermined by legal hurdles following the up-swell of local opposition to developing this site - a site which is 
currently afforded the highest possible level of protection for good reason. Point 2 – Localism and the Neighbourhood 
Plan (NP) The proposed allocation of a single monolithic settlement extension for Chalfont St Giles would ‘drive a coach 
and horses’ through national policy for localism and the conclusions from the work on the village NP (based on the 
240+ responses from local residents to a detailed questionnaire). The Parish Council’s “fear that many people with 
genuine opinions and concerns may have been disenfranchised” is justified particularly given the high level of 
engagement over the last two years with the NP. Surely to be consistent with localism policy the nature of 
development in Chalfont St Giles over the plan period should be determined through the Neighbourhood planning 
process, with the Local Plan only setting the high level framework that the NP can respond to. In summary the draft 
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recommendations relating to housing for the NP included: i) The right kind of homes – Focused primarily on starter 
homes and those for older people (or those in need). An allocation policy that recognises the need for ‘Homes for Local 
People’. Ii) Incremental small clusters of development – located and designed to integrate with the local community. 
Volume housebuilding on whole fields to be absolutely avoided due to the detrimental impact on the character of the 
village. Arguably mistakes of the 1950s/1960s should not to be repeated. Iii) The sustainability and design quality of the 
developments to be made a material consideration in whether the principle of development is accepted on a case by 
case basis. Note: The above is notwithstanding that a significant number of residents responded in the questionnaire 
that no further development should be permitted. I was not able to locate the 1957 Town Map survey of the village in 
the online Local Plan evidence base documentation. This survey defined the green belt boundaries surrounding the 
village and the associated rationale. This is important contextual information that I fear may not have been considered 
in drafting the Regulation 18 documentation. The survey supports important representations made by the Parish 
Council. Point 3. Process of Plan Preparation There appears to be a fundamental disconnect in the plan making process. 
The HELEEA referenced a number of sites surrounding Chalfont St Giles that have been identified through the Call for 
Sites process. Almost universally these sites have been discounted/rejected with the justification ‘green belt and not 
previously developed land’. The proposed built area extension option proposed for Chalfont St Giles is also green belt 
(and ANOB) and was not referenced in the HELEAA document. Presumably it would not be sound to take forward this 
proposed site to Regulation 19 without first assessing the discounted sites on the same basis. Cont. The Arup green belt 
assessment was understandably carried out at a high level/low resolution. A higher resolution assessment with 
reference to the functions of green belt (with emphasis on landscape impact) is needed and this could be carried out by 
the council in conjunction with the Neighbourhood Plan development. Supplementary Point. HELAA Site: CD0148 The 
boundary shown on the plan of (Stage 1) rejected sites is not as proposed by the call for sites submission. The proposed 
semi-rural/community development site boundary was set back from the boundary of the conservation area as it is 
proposed to enhance the protection for the Historic Garden associated with Milton’s Cottage through legal covenant. 
[Part B – End] I recognise the magnitude of your task in preparing this important plan for the District and thank you for 
your diligence on behalf of the community. 

Rep4367 
Lauren Dooley 
Barton 
Willmore on 
behalf of Scott 
properties 

We write on behalf of our client, Scott Properties, in response to the current consultation on the emerging Chiltern and 
South Bucks Local Plan (C&SBLP) (2014-2036) – initial consultation (Regulation 18) incorporating issues and options. 
Scott Properties has an interest in ‘Land at Layter’s Green Lane, Chalfont St. Peter’, Chiltern District (See attached 
Development Vision at Appendix 1) which is a 1.06 ha site that lies to the east of Chalfont St. Peter District Centre. Our 
client considers that ’Land at Layter’s Green Lane’ provides the opportunity for a sustainable development at Chalfont 
St. Peter which could provide substantial benefits to the local community and Chiltern District Council: - The 
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opportunity to provide much needed smaller homes for young families and downsizers; - As an alternative option, an 
opportunity to provide retirement homes to meet a local identified need; - Opportunities for enhancements to the 
local landscape including pedestrian and cycle linkages; and - Opportunities for biodiversity enhancements. On the 
basis of the above, we have attached a Development Vision which provides an indication of how ‘Land at Layter’s 
Green Lane’ could be developed. Please find below our response to the questions set out within the emerging C&SBLP. 
Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, 
on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint 
Local Plan process? We would make the following observations in regards to the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA as 
summarised below: · The draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA makes no adjustment to alleviate the household formation 
suppression outlined in the 2012-based CLG household projections for the 25-34 and 35-44 age group. An adjustment 
to the starting point estimate of OAN for both Chiltern and South Bucks districts would result in a significant increase to 
the OAN starting point (242 dpa in Chiltern and 336 dpa in South Bucks); · The starting point estimate of OAN (the 
2012-based CLG household projection) is underpinned by very low assumptions of net international migration to the 
UK. Demographic-led OAN of 242 dpa in Chiltern and 336 dpa in South Bucks is considered to be the very minimum due 
to this and the suppression in household formation identified above; · Adjustment for low net international migration 
and suppressed household formation would have the potential to significantly increase demographic-led OAN for 
Chiltern and South Bucks; · The draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA adjustment for market signals is considered reasonable. 
However this should be applied to the demographic-led need as evidenced by the Eastleigh Local Plan decision referred 
to in the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA, or at the very least the starting point estimate (2012-based CLG projection). 
This would increase OAN to a minimum of 290 dpa in Chiltern and 403 dpa in South Bucks; · The draft Buckinghamshire 
HEDNA’s adjustment for job growth does not go far enough. The draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA uses a ‘full-time 
equivalent’ (FTE) measure of job growth. When compared with ‘workforce jobs’ the FTE is much lower (in the case of 
the Experian forecasts), resulting in a much lower economic-led OAN for the joint area. This has the potential to 
underestimate OAN based on jobs growth; and · The draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA uses Oxford Economics and 
Experian Economics jobs growth forecasts. It is considered that Cambridge Econometrics forecasts should also be 
obtained in line with the triangulated method which found favour with the Local Plan Inspector in South 
Worcestershire. We would conclude that if the above points are addressed it is considered the OAN for Chiltern and 
South Bucks could be significantly higher Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in 
relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? 
Our client does not have any specific comments regarding the methodology of the draft HELAA however notes that 
’Land South of Layter’s Green Lane’ (HELAA Reference CD0037) has been excluded at Stage 1 due to it being located 
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within the Green Belt and not on previously developed land. Paragraph 3.7 of the C&SBLP highlights 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”. The site ‘South of Layter’s Green Lane’ represents 
the opportunity for small-scale Green Belt release in a sustainable location which is contiguous with the existing 
settlement boundary. The site is available and small-scale development at this location would have limited impact on 
neighbouring residential amenity or the wider countryside. Development at this site has the opportunity to strengthen 
existing settlement boundaries and provide new pedestrian and cycle links to neighbouring recreational land and the 
wider countryside. As well as provide enhanced biodiversity benefits. The full benefits of development are set out in 
greater detail in the supporting Development Vision (Appendix 1). 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? No 
comment. 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. We 
would like to emphasise that the Joint Local Plan Vision and Objectives should fundamentally be based upon a 
‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’ which as indicated at paragraph 14 of the NPPF should be seen as 
a golden thread running through both plan-making and decision-taking. In respect of the Vision and Objectives for 
Chiltern District set out on page 9, we welcome the need for a balance between Green Belt protection and meeting 
development needs. However, the Plan Vision and Objectives deal only with employment needs and fail to highlight 
the importance of meeting future housing needs. This also includes striking a balance between Green Belt protection 
and meeting future housing needs. 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? We support the Council’s statement at Paragraph 4.7 that there are exceptional 
circumstances to review the Green Belt to meet overall levels of need. We would agree that this is essential to meet 
housing need and that this need cannot simply be achieved through re-development of previously developed sites. We 
would propose that a combination of a number of the options set out on page 12-14 of the C&SBLP should be pursued 
in order to fully meet OAN (Option L). This includes Option C (set out at paragraph 4.7) which proposes built area 
extensions to the principal settlements, including Chalfont St Peter. As set out previously, we consider that the ‘Land 
South of Layter’s Green Lane’ represents an excellent opportunity for small-scale sustainable growth on the edge of the 
settlement of Chalfont St Peter. Appendix 2 of the C&SBLP sets out the Green Belt options for further testing. The ‘Land 
South of Layter’s Green Lane’ is not identified. Given the sustainability credentials and benefits that development of 
the site could bring we would strongly suggest that the site is included for further testing and the next stage of the Joint 
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Local Plan. Further, we would have concerns as to whether alternative sites to the east of Chalfont St Peter identified 
are deliverable in the plan period as these lie within the area safeguarded for HS2. Question 6: Do you have comments 
on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options? Please see 
response to Question 5. Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South 
Bucks? Our client is aware of the constrained nature of both Chiltern and South Bucks districts as a result of the Green 
Belt and AONB. We note that at paragraph 4.11 of the emerging C&SBLP that Chiltern and South Bucks districts have 
made submissions to the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan Issues and Options consultation and through Duty to Co-operate 
discussions to explore the scope for 7,500 dwellings and supporting employment needs from Chiltern/South Bucks to 
be planned for within Aylesbury Vale. In our view it is premature to identify a significant unmet housing need of 7,500 
dwellings, prior to the finalisation of the Green Belt Assessment and HELAA, which will help to establish the capacity for 
future development within Chiltern and South Bucks districts. Our client therefore feels that Chiltern and South Bucks 
Districts should make every effort to meeting the full OAN within their existing administrative boundaries. As indicated 
in our response to Question 5 above, we are encouraged that both districts consider that there are exceptional 
circumstances to review the Green Belt however they must use this review to bring forward a sufficient amount of sites 
to ensure that they have the best opportunity in meeting the full OAN for both districts. Our client would also like to 
highlight that Chiltern & South Bucks Districts should be considering unmet needs that may arise from London 
boroughs. In a letter dated 27th January, Brandon Lewis (Minister of State for Housing and Planning) wrote to the 
Mayor of London, in regards to the ‘Further Alterations to the London Plan’, stating that authorities outside London 
face their own issues and challenges in meeting their own needs, which may impact on their ability to accommodate 
any of London’s unmet housing needs. However in a recent report published by the London Assembly titled ‘Up or Out: 
A false choice – Options for London’s Growth’ (January 2016), there are calls for the next London mayor to open a 
dialogue with councils around the capital in case efforts to boost housing supply with the city’s boundaries do not meet 
housing demand. This report makes reference to the Inspectors Report into the ‘Further Alterations to the London 
Plan’ recommending that the Mayor should engage local planning authorities beyond the Greater London Authority’s 
boundaries in discussions regarding accommodating sufficient numbers of new homes. Question 8: Do you have any 
comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? Local authorities should use 
their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for affordable housing in 
the housing market area. Based upon the available evidence (the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA) the full OAN is 4,200 
affordable homes. In terms of how the districts should meet this need, our client considers that a proportion of 
affordable housing should be required from future sustainable developments unless there are appropriate viability 
reasons as to why such need cannot be achieved. We would agree with the Council’s suggestion at paragraph 5.2 of the 
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C&SBLP that the level of overall growth could be increased to ensure greater levels of affordable housing. Question 9: 
Do you have any comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? 
No comment. Question 10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation 
needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? As we have an increasingly ageing population, our client 
considers that it is essential that the emerging C&SBLP should attempt to meet specialist elderly accommodation 
needs. Such need should come forward in sustainable locations (such as ’Land South of Layter’s Green Lane’) whereby 
future residents are within easy distance of key facilities and services to ensure that they are able to continue living an 
active lifestyle. The Adopted Neighbourhood Plan for Chalfont St Peter recognises the need to provide additional 
provision for elderly care and downsizers. Providing new accommodation for the elderly also assist in freeing up market 
housing for younger families within the area. Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example 
views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community? 
Our client considers that heritage assets should be protected however such assets should not be considered as a 
barrier to sustainable development in particular in cases where the proposed development may assist in enhancing a 
heritage asset(s). Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be 
identified and if so why is the heritage asset important locally? No comment. 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. No comment. Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? No 
comment. Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7. No comments at this 
stage. Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs 
or issues and CIL? On review of the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, we note the Settlement Findings for 
Chalfont St Peter (Appendix 5, Figure 7). Our client would like to state that any proposed development for ‘Land South 
of Layter’s Green Lane’ will result in financial contributions towards infrastructure via CIL and planning obligations. 
Redevelopment of the site also has the potential to help address specific identified needs including provision for elderly 
care, or smaller dwellings to meet the needs of the aging population who wish to downsize. Question 17: Do you have 
any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For 
example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? Our client 
would like to take to this opportunity to further discuss the Green Belt Assessment prepared to inform the emerging 
C&SBLP. We note on page 16 of the emerging C&SBLP that Green Belt sites are excluded from the HELAA and that 
these will be subject to separate Green Belt Assessment. In March 2016, the Council’s published the ‘Buckinghamshire 
Green Belt Assessment Part 1’, prepared by ARUP, which forms part of the C&SBLP evidence base. Contrary to the sites 
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identified in the C&SBLP, the Part 1 Assessment identifies sites on the east of Chalfont St Peter only for further 
consideration at the Stage 2 Green Belt Assessment. We would argue that there is land to the west of Chalfont St Peter, 
including ‘Land South of Layter’s Green Road’ that could be released from the Green Belt without detrimental impact of 
the wider Green Belt. Further, land to the east is constrained by the proposed HS2 route together with the Cordon 
Sanitaire from Maple Lodge Sewage Treatment Works. At Table 8.1 of the enclosed Development Vision, we assess the 
‘Land South of Layter’s Green Lane’ against the purposes of the Green Belt (paragraph 80 NPPF). The conclusions of this 
assessment are summarised below: The Site is adjacent to 
the western edge of Chalfont St Peter. 
by one distinct large built up area in relation to the residential properties bordering the eastern edge of the Site. Both 
Layter's Green Lane to the north of the Site and the residential properties to the west of the Site are considered to be 
both prominent and consistent boundary features. Due to the Site being bordered by residential development to the 
north, east and west, and that there is inter-visibility between these elements to the south of the Site are recreational 
fields and the settlement pattern of Chalfont St peter, such that the Site is considered not to provide a gap between 
settlements. eguarding the countryside from encroachment: The Site contains less than 5% built form. 
To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns: The Site does not abut an identified historic settlement 
core. Based upon the above, our client considers that ’Land South of Layter’s Green Road’ does not meet the purposes 
of the Green Belt and therefore we would encourage the Councils to consider removing this Site from the Green Belt to 
provide sustainable development to address OAN. Summary We hope the above representations will be of assistance 
to you as the emerging C&SBLP continues to progress towards adoption. We consider that both councils have a duty to 
bring forth sustainable sites to meet full objectively assessed housing needs. We are aware that due to the constrained 
nature of both districts that this will be challenging however we are encouraged that the councils do consider that 
there are exceptional circumstances to undertake a full Green Belt review. The accompanying Development Framework 
demonstrates that the Site at Layter’s Green Lane is available and suitable for development, and that such 
development would be achievable in accordance with the requirements of paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF). The Site has been assessed in accordance with national and local planning policy, and the concept 
and illustrative proposals for the Site have been informed with reference to the recently made Chalfont St Peter 
Neighbourhood Plan. The Site is located within a highly sustainable location in proximity to private and public transport 
routes, healthcare facilities and other local services thus supporting the overarching aim of the NPPF to deliver 
sustainable development as evidenced by the accompanying Development Framework and contextual analysis. The Site 
would contribute to meeting the housing needs of Chalfont St Peter and Chiltern District Council and being in walking 
distance of the village centre, would also assist in supporting the existing retail economy of Chalfont St Peter in 
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accordance with the Neighbourhood Plan. Being on the immediate western edge of the settlement boundary to 
Chalfont St Peter and with existing residential development to the north, east and west, the Site represents a natural 
extension to the village that would not result in coalescence with surrounding settlements. Having undertaken a review 
of the environmental considerations of the Site in the accompanying Development Framework including a review of the 
Site’s contribution to the Green Belt, land south of Layter’s Green Lane is considered suitable to accommodate 
residential development without detriment to the purposes of the Green Belt, landscape character, features, heritage 
or visual amenity of the local area, and is not considered to be at risk of flooding, surface water issues, contamination 
from historic land uses or air pollution. The initial concept and design proposals included in the accompanying 
Development Framework show that a high quality development could be delivered with open space, landscaping and 
parking, and that the associated landscaping would create a clearly defined edge to the development and Chalfont St 
Peter thus preventing encroachment into the countryside. The illustrative proposals show that in accordance with the 
Neighbourhood Plan, the development could improve green intersections and ecological habitat links between the 
existing pond and woodland to the north, the mature gardens to the east and the countryside to the south. Access to 
the Site can be adequately provided whilst opportunities to make improved pedestrian linkages between the Site and 
the village have also been explored. Taking into consideration the planning policy framework, contextual analysis and 
environmental considerations of the Site combined with the illustrative proposals, these Representations including the 
accompanying Development Framework conclude that the allocation of the Site for development in the emerging Local 
Plan would be in accordance with the overarching principles of national and local planning policy on sustainability and 
need as well as the vision, objectives and aspirations of the village of Chalfont St Peter. Should you have any queries or 
require any further clarification on the above matters, please do not hesitate to contact me. [A Development Vision has 
also been submitted].  

Rep4368 
Robin 
Bretherick 
Robin 
Bretherick 
Associates on 
behalf of Mr & 
Mrs Darren 
Clarke 

These representations are made on behalf of Mr & Mrs Darren Clarke, the owners of North Lodge and adjoining land in 
Lower Road Chalfont St Peter. Their land is included within the continuous red line on the attached site location plan 
(although a very small part is owned by others). 1. In relation to your ‘spatial strategy & hierarchy options’, my clients 
support those options which propose a Green Belt review and possible future land release. They confirm that their land 
is available for release and development. 2. The strategic options for extending the built area of Chalfont St Peter (your 
plan p.47) are noted including the land extending along the Misbourne valley, Lower Road and the A413. This area 
includes my clients’ land. We note that it also includes Chalfont Park, the Golf club, cricket field and other facilities. 
While we thus have some reservations about the extent of the land shown in your plan, it does seem to us that the 
A413 represents a defensible GB boundary line for much of the stretch shown. 3. Land west of the A 413 is closely 
related to existing residential property, and we suggest would be more appropriate for housing than employment use. 
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We note that the Green Belt Assessment for plot 57a (which includes North Lodge) says that development is restricted 
to an individual dwelling house. This is incorrect as my clients’ land includes a complex of four residential properties: 
North Lodge itself and dwellings known as the Barn, the Clockhouse and the Willovan. North Lodge has the benefit of 
planning permission from 2005 and the Barn and the Clockhouse now have Certificates of Lawfulness as independent 
dwellings. The Willovan is also now lawful, having been on site for more than 10 years. The land unit is thus more highly 
developed than is suggested in your evidence base. 4. This should also be borne in mind in relation to your HELAA 
which, we note, considers this property, referring to it as ‘only partly PDL’. Flood issues can be examined by way of a 
FRA if required. As you can see, the vacant land to the north extends up to existing housing on this east side of Lower 
Road. 5. If it proves appropriate to release all the land shown in your plan, then this western side of the A 413 could be 
developed for residential purposes with land to the east kept in (or brought into) employment use. Alternatively, a 
narrower realignment of the GB boundary at this point would maintain a logical boundary alignment along the A 413. 
North Lodge and land to the north is currently on the edge of the GB and is surrounded by residential dwellings on two 
sides. Housing development along the Lower Road frontage would represent a logical continuation of the established 
housing to the north. 6. The site is outside the identified ERASC, which it does not adjoin. So its development would not 
raise any heritage issues, and the total land area has a long (200m) frontage to Lower Road from which it is easily 
serviced. We suggest that it is suitable for housing development and we support your proposal for further testing of the 
overall site. 

Rep4369 Mrs 
Eleanor Watts 

3) Chesham: There is an area of overgrown scrub etc on the Station Road end of The Backs, along from Waitrose. I am 
not sure who owns it or what is planned for it. There is also a derelict Church building along Red Lion Street which I 
believe is being marketed as a potential restaurant but considering how long it has been empty could it be converted 
into flats? 5) Spatial Strategy options a) Yes. I think this should have top priority. However I would not support the 
relocation of a town's open spaces as I feel they are an important part of a town and should be in easy walking distance 
for those properties in the centre which are least likely to have any open outdoor space of their own. b) I am not 
entirely sure what this means but I think it is important to protect buildings and areas of special character. c) I do not 
support this, not least because my property backs on to one of the areas in question. The purpose of Green Belt is to 
reduce the expansion of towns into the beautiful and limited countryside. As well as being good farming land many of 
the areas in question are in the Chilterns AONB and important for local biodiversity. Much of the wildlife in the area is 
dependent on the fields and surrounding woodlands and hedgerows. Modern housing estates with little or no gardens 
offer virtually nothing in terms of habitat except for maybe rats and urban foxes. Also I have concerns about 
infrastructure. Chesham's roads are already very congested at certain times of day, especially the main road. My 
daughter's school has already had to expand to allow for more children and my son's school is due to do the same. d) 
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and e) Although I am not as familiar with these places I would not support expansion into current Green Belt. Where 
would it end? For example Iver could easily expand to meet Uxbridge and Denham, Hillingdon and before long the 
urban sprawl of London stretches into Bucks. f) Not in support see (c), g) I am not sure what this would involve. Possibly 
in support depending on the actual plans. h) and i) Not in support see (c) What does extension mean anyway? A 
handful of houses or more than doubling the size of the village? j) What does sustainable growth mean in this context? 
I am not sure what 'in addition' would mean. I usually take sustainable development to be development that minimises 
risk to the environment and local habitats or takes the needs of the local environment into account. Meeting today's 
needs without out compromising tomorrow. k) I am probably even less in support for expansion for commercial 
land/employment land than for housing as industrial estates have virtually no green spaces left at all. Of all these 
options (vi) the redevelopment of existing land would be the one I would support. 6) See 3 11) I think local Heritage 
assets are important and should receive an appropriate degree of protection. 16) An infrastructure capacity study 
would be essential. As I have already mentioned I am already concerned about Chesham's roads. The schools (Primary, 
and I assume therefore Secondary too in the near future) are already having to find space for increasing pupil numbers. 
I would not support a proposed CIL if it was in order to pay for the necessary infrastructure improvements for a project 
which would impact negatively on my property or local area, in fact I would be very cross about it. 

Rep4370 
Sarah Roger-
Lund 

I object to the plans to test areas of land in Little Chalfont as options for release from the Green Belt. According to the 
government's planning practice guidance, "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. Green Belt serves five purposes: • 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." Housing need should 
not justify release of Green Belt land. The Green belt was created for the reasons stated above. Those reasons all apply 
to Little Chalfont and should not be disregarded by the Council. In particular I object to the plans to release the area of 
land between Bell Lane, the Latimer Road and Stony Lane. This land is in the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and 
should therefore be protected from development. I also object to the plans to build new homes and create 
employment opportunities in the village. Little Chalfont has already seen a 12% increase in housing due to the Bell Lane 
development and the new houses behind the Chenies Parade. These new houses have already put pressure on traffic, 
parking and access to services such as GP places and school places. The existing infrastructure does not support any 
more residential or employment development. I am concerned about traffic pollution in the village as I walk to school 
and the 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.  
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Rep4371 Mrs 
Pat Symes 

I reject the conclusions of Chiltern District Council on so many grounds, and here are just a few : - 1) This is Green Belt 
land, specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should never be treated as reserve building land whether for 
housing or industry. 2) Most of the proposed area is designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and 
therefore building on this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 3) Little Chalfont has 
already built a greater proportion of housing in recent years compared with other local towns (Amersham, Chalfont St 
Peter and Chesham). Were this plan to go ahead it would cause major problems for all our local services including 
healthcare, schools, wate and waste management,roads, parking and train services. 4) These proposals could almost 
double the size of Little Chalfont Village and be urban sprawl at its worst, destroying the rural nature of 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.  

Rep4372 Mrs 
Rachel 
Meldrum 

I believe the Botley and Ley Hill are should continue to have Greenbelt Status. The local roads are not able to take any 
further traffic that future developments may need. New houses, schools and businesses would be better located in 
brown field sites rather than this rural area. 

  

Rep4373 Lise 
Smith 

I am responding to question 2 of the Chiltern and south bucks local plan initiate consultation (regulation 18) 
incorporating issues and options (January - March 2016). 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. 

  

Rep4374 Mr 
Sanjog Singh 
Sandhu 

I would like to state my total objection to this proposal, and cannot bear to see such a lovely area abused in this 
manner. This is an AONB without any doubts, and has often been the reason for refusals to build and develop before. 
There will be a massive disruption to the beautiful area, and you may as well live in the City itself. The reason we chose 
to live here was the location and surroundings. So, we would definitely be moving on, if this goes through. It will cause 
no end of traffic problems, roads, Schooling, Shops, Parking is already hard to find. The local wildlife will be disturbed, 
and the rainfall issues are never ending. All this additional housing will ruin the standard of life of the existing villagers. 
It seems very unfair, that the Government would even propose such a preposterous project. You will no doubt have all 
the long winded reasons for the objections, but my take on this is very simple. This proposal will ruin the lives of the 
existing villagers. 

  

Rep4377 
Roland 
Collicott 

Q.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. I think it highly significant 
that 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 be 
taken into consideration 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 

  The councils consider that 

options in the Green Belt need 

to be considered in addition to 

the opportunities that are 
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more suitable on land outside the green belt. Such locations are far better provided with good travel links, roads, 
schools, doctors etc. Public transport links are not convenient, are expensive and are too few and far between, 
especially at evenings and weekends. Q5 and Q6. 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? Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options 
that could be part of these options? 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 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. Further development will put undue strain on existing support services. Any more developments in CSP, 
particularly on the outskirts will lead to urban sprawl and will seek to merge settlements. This flies in the face of one of 
the original reasons for creating a green belt. 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. 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. It 
provides an essential drain for water run-off from existing developed areas and it has proven vulnerabilityin recent 
flooding. Its development for residential purposes would clearly not be sustainable. This area is well used by local 
people for recreational purposes and and is provides vital sports facilities for the Cof E Academy school. 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 

available on brownfield sites. 
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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. Q8. Do you have any comments 
or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? Developments of flats should generally 
be avoided as this is not in keeping with the character of CSP and any affordable housing should be built in town 
centres or close to railway or tube stations and not on the edge of the green belt or villages. Q16. Do you have any 
comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? Recent years have 
clearly demonstrated that CSP has an inadequate drainage system. When floods have occurred, sewage has issued at 
points in the centre of CSP, as well as in the Scout Hut, in areas adjacent to St Peter's Church and in local businesses. 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, 
doctor and dentist surgeries are already oversubscribed so provisions for these would also have to be considered 
before allowing any further developments. Q17. Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into 
account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the 
new Joint Local Plan will need to address? The Green Belt should be preserved for its original purpose: 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 encourage wildlife and enhance biodiversity To decrease pollution 
and reduce the effects of climate change for future generations 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 The Green Belt and 
AONB are severely under threat. It is unacceptable that they should be seen as a easy target for development. 
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Rep4378 
Rohan 
Montgomery 

As someone who has moved to Little Chalfont from an intensely urban area, I am incredibly grateful for the 
atmosphere and environment we currently have. I understand that the need for new housing is a constant, yet I am in 
full opposition to the proposal to solve this using Green Belt land - the purpose of which is to try and control the rapid 
spread of urbanisation. [Remainder of representation is the same as Rep3166. Please see Rep3166.] 

  

Rep4380 D 
Baber 

CHESHAM IS ALREADY STRUGGLING TO MAINTAIN SERVICES AND ANY ADDITIONAL DEVELOPMENTS CONSIDERED 
SHOULD BE PRECEDED BY A MAJOR UPGRADING OF THE SERVICES REQUIRED. UPGRADING MUST BE CARRIED OUT 
FIRST FOR ANY SERIOUS EXPANSION TO SUCCEED WITHOUT PROBLEMS. MAIN DRAINAGE (SEWAGE) IS A VITAL 
CONSIDERATION. AIR QUALITY IS ALREADY A SERIOUS PROBLEM WITH ATMOSPHERIC POLLUTION LEVELS IN PARTS OF 
CHESHAM ALREADY EXCEEDING PERMITTED VALUES. ANY PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT THAT RESULTS IN INCREASED 
TRAFFIC FLOWS WOULD INEVITABLY LEAD TO HIGHER POLLUTION LEVELS. IF THIS WERE TO TAKE PLACE THOSE 
RESPONSIBLE COULD FACE ALLEGATIONS OF PROFESSIONAL NEGLIGENCE, THE DEFENCE OF BEING UNAWARE OF THE 
PROBLEM BEING INADMISSABLE. PARTICULAR CONSIDERATION HAS TO BE GIVEN TO A DETAILED INFRASTRUCTURE 
SURVEY AS THE FIRST STAGE. 

  

Rep4381 
Rebecca Rubin 

I wish to register my objection to the proposal to include in the local plan under consideration, the development of 
residential and light industrial use in the Chess Valley. This is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Green Belt. It 
has been preserved over many years and is highly prized by all and an extremely important aspect of our environment. 
The Stage 1 development will do enormous damage, but this pails into insignificance in comparison to Stage 2 
suggestion of development all the way down to the Latimer Road. 

  

Rep4382 Mrs 
Rosemary 
Reading 

I wish to add my objection to the proposed demolition of the Garage and the building of houses on the said land we 
have an old peoples house down the other end of the village still standing empty, this garage has served the Great 
Missenden community well for many years. 

  

Rep4383 Nick 
Fish 

Please rethink your development plans for Little Chalfont for the following reasons . 1) Little Chalfont has already had 
more than its share of development over the last 10 years compared to other local villages and towns. 2) The Green 
Belt was designed to prevent this kind of urban sprawl and once you redesignate Green Belt you will be under great 
pressure to continue the process with Little Chalfont being the filling in the sandwich between Amersham and 
Chorleywood. Green Belt land should be sacred (wherever it is in the country) as there are plenty of undesignated (if 
this is the right word) land close by that could be developed. 3) AONB - do you really want your legacy too be industrial 
estate on areas 'Outstanding Natural Beauty? I know the council has been clandestinely downgrading 'how beautiful' 
the land is over the years - but you have to draw the line and stand up for AONB and the Green Belt!!!!!!! - it's your 
duty! 4) The clue is in the name 'LITTLE Chalfont' - this is a friendly community that has already seen 300 additional 
dwellings recently built. Please don't change the character of this unique place. I'm sure you will do the right thing for 

 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 Little Chalfont community. 

Rep4384 Mr 
Jonathan 
Pegler 

We submit that the highest priority of the Councils in relation to provision of additional housing sites should be to 
identify brownfield sites that can be redeveloped. Thereafter the priority should be to find additional sites — not within 
the green belt - within existing communities that have adequate transport links and infrastructure to support additional 
development. Only after all other possibilities for development and redevelopment have been exhausted should 
consideration be given to the removal of Green Belt protection. Removal of Green Belt protection should only be 
considered for areas where possible development: • would be supported by adequate transport links; • could be 
supported by adequate infrastructure; • would not result in loss of adequate separation between individual 
settlements creating sprawling conurbations; • would not result in the loss of important and relatively scarce local 
green spaces. CHALFONT ST PETER We are very surprised that consideration is being given to allocating a wholly 
disproportionate amount of future development to Chalfont St Peter. Other parts of Chiltern and South Bucks districts 
are far more suitable for sustainable development or redevelopment. In the recent past planning consent has been 
given for 600 further dwellings in Chalfont St Peter; that is already an increase of some 10% in housing stock. Although 
the majority of those new homes have not yet been completed and their impact on local infrastructure has yet to be 
felt, local infrastructure is already struggling to meet existing demands. Alone among what the consultation document 
refers to as the main settlements, Chalfont St Peter does not have a rail or underground station; Lower Road and 
Market Place are difficult to negotiate at most times during the working day, and the junctions with the High Street and 
Church Lane are particularly difficult during rush hours; there is frequently a queue of 100am from the top of Kingsway 
along Packhorse Road to Gerrards Cross station. The redevelopment of the Holy Cross Convent site will exacerbate 
these problems, as will the development on the grounds of the National Epilepsy Centre — which additionally will 
create further strain on traffic flow on Joiners Lane, Copthall Lane and Rickmansworth Lane. All these developments 
will adversely affect traffic flow on the A413, particularly north of Joiners Lane. Transport considerations alone should 
therefore rule out future largescale development at Chalfont St Peter, and lead to the conclusion that development 
should be concentrated on the other main settlements with stations or on smaller settlements that have good rail links 
and have not so far been subject to development, such as Great Missenden. Transport is only one infrastructure 
concern, however. In Chalfont St Peter, schools, social services, health services and emergency services are already 
running at or beyond capacity. Securing school places is becoming difficult, and doctors’ lists are closed to new 
patients. The centre of Chalfont St Peter has suffered repeated flooding in recent years and sewage and foul water 
systems are unable to cope at peak periods — the sewer running through Chalfont Heights has itself overflowed within 
the past year. It will be easier to add infrastructure in other settlements than in Chalfont St Peter. COMMENTS ON 
SPECIFIC PROPOSALS We comment on a number of proposals • Mill Meadow • The fields to the south and east 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. 

 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1176 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Chalfont Heights, including Winkers Farm and Nightclub; • The Tithe Barn in Sandy Rise; • The area to the east of the 
lower end of Woodside Hill • Reconsideration of ERASC status We consider each in turn. MILL MEADOW Mill Meadow 
is an extremely important local green space within the heart of the village — all the more important now that the Holy 
Cross site is being developed. It is home to a number of recreational activities — playing fields for the CoE Academy, 
allonts and others, which could find no other home. Far from being developed, it should be designated as a Local Green 
Space and we nominate it as such. THE FIELDS TO THE SOUTH AND EAST OF CHALFONT HEIGHTS The consultation 
document envisages that these fields are capable of providing 300 new dwellings, which would require removal of 
Green Belt protection. We are strongly opposed to the removal of Green Belt protection from these field and, indeed, 
consider that the fields should be designated as Local Green Space. There are no special circumstances (as set out in 
planning legislation and guidance) justifying removal of Green Belt status from the fields: quite the contrary, since the 
fields continue to fulfill their green belt purpose and are important to the community. As well as constituting a local 
amenity in close proximity to the village and providing a location for exercise, for dog walkers and for the Paccar Scout 
Camp, the fields are tranquil, contain areas of beauty and provide a haven and a corridor for wildlife — some of it 
protected wildlife, such as bats and other rare animals and birds. In our view, those considerations justify additional 
protection by designation as a Local Green Space, rather than removal of Green Belt status. If the Council nevertheless 
wishes to continue to consider removal of Green Belt status, a full environmental and wildlife study over a prolonged 
period would be required. THE TITHE BARN SITE We note that provided the existing community facility, the Council 
considers that the site might be suitable for redevelopment. We point out that access to the site is over private roads 
owned by the Chalfont Heights Estate — assuming that no permission would be given for access onto Joiners Lane. For 
all practical purposes, therefore, the site should be considered as part of the Chalfont Heights Estate in the event of 
future redevelopment — and therefore subject to the same constraints as other properties on the Estate. LAND SOUTH 
OF THE ESTATE ALONG THE A413 The area to the south east of the lower part of Woodside Hill — on both sides of the 
A413 up to the railway viaduct has been identified as under consideration for employment uses; it is presently within 
the Green Belt. We oppose this proposal, and specifically oppose removal from the Green Belt. Development would 
result in Chalfont St Peter’s sprawling until it almost adjoined the M25 and Tatling End. The land appears to be on the 
flood plain of the River Misbourne and development would therefore seem to contravene recent Government policy 
relating to flood protection. REVIEW OF ERASC Most of the Chalfont Heights Estate has for many years been designated 
by Chiltern District Council as an Established Residential Area of Special Character; that designation has been 
reaffirmed repeatedly in successive CDC Strategy Documents and Plans, most recently in 2013. The special character of 
the Chalfont Heights Estate derives not just from the architecture of the houses, and the rural feel of the gardens roads 
and verges, but the fact that the Estate is bounded to the East and South by Green Belt land — to the East by open 
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fields and to the South by the Gerrards Cross Golf Club. The designation of the Estate as an ERASC has assisted the 
Council and the Estate in protecting the appearance and character of the Estate and we wish to nominate the Estate for 
the same level of protection in future. 

Rep4385 Sam 
McCullagh 

Please don’t rip up our cricket club. I’ve played there for 6 years. That’s the only place I’ve trained and played cricket. 
Also the rugby club in Beaconsfield. I have been there since I was 5 years old. Now my 7 year old brother goes there. He 
won’t be able to play rugby. That’ll be unfair. 

  

Rep4386 Mrs 
Irene 
Woodman 

In response to the following questions: Question 2 - Regarding the draft HELAA Question 5 - Spatial Strategy Question 6 
- Settlement/site options I understand that the Green Belt Area 22a is likely to be put at risk in Part 2 of the 
Asssessment - this area should not have its Green Belt protection removed as it is of particular importance in the 
AONB. It is a key part of the beautiful Chess Valley above the historic Latimer village which is very popular with walkers 
and visitors. Any development in Area 22a would destroy the setting and view from Latimer and the surrounding area 
and would contravene the statements in 4.6 - "enhancing the Chilterns AONB" and "respecting and protecting our 
historic environment, enhancing a local sense of 'place'". In the Green Belt asssessment the area receives a score of 0 
for "Purpose 4" - "Protects land which provides immediate and wider context for historic settlements including views 
and vistas between the settlement and the surrounding countryside" - this should be 5 as the land parcel should be 
preserved for the setting and special character of Latimer and the Chess Valley. Please see response to Question 11 
below. With the other high scores for the "Purposes" the Area 22a should not be considered for development at all. 
The enviromental impact does not appear to have been considered - the 22a area is a well used route for migrant birds 
and has a particular wildlife importance with many locally important species present including Jay, Buzzard, Red Kite, 
Siskin, Bullfinch, 2 species of Woodpecker, nesting Tawny Owl and scarce butterfly species - Marbled White, Essex 
Skipper and Small Copper. If the Area 22a were to lose its Green Belt protection it would set a precedent and the whole 
of the beautiful Chess Valley would be under threat. The River Chess is a chalk stream of which there are only around 
200 in the world and 85% of these are found in England. A combination of geology and climate means that our chalk 
streams have characteristic features that support unique wildlife habitats and species. Therefore we have a special 
responsibility to look after this valuable resource and CDC should be proud of this environment and preserve its setting 
at all costs. Secion 4.7, Option C raises serious concern as the area to the east of Little Chalfont is once again in the 
Green Belt and part of the AONB and is very close to the historic Grade 1 Chenies Manor and Chenies village. Any 
development would once again contravene the statements in 4.6 mentioned above and would reduce the quality of life 
for residents and visitors to the area. To develop this area would be sacrilage as it would completely ruin the setting 
and ambiance of one of our country's most beautiful and historic manor houses and its exceptional gardens which are 
visited and enjoyed by many. The proposed industrial development to the east of Little Chalfont would be grossly out 
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of keeping with the surroundings and would be to the great detriment of the present very pleasant approach to the 
village. As such the area to be tested for residential and industrial development should remain Green Belt countryside 
as a buffer between settlements and to restrict sprawl. Section 4.7, Option F includes Jordans which is a historic village 
and has a special local character with its connection to Quakerism. It should not be developed as it would once again 
contravene the very measures that are there to protect this special place. Expansion would once again contravene the 
statements in 4.6. It should be noted that Jordans attracts visitors from overseas who enjoy this tranquil village 
therefore its setting should be preserved. Question 11 - Heritage Strategy The Heritage Strategy review should include 
the impact on the environmental heritage of the area too (not listed in 7.2 or 7.3). Areas such as the Chess Valley and 
Green Belt Area 35 have a rich flora and fauna which is under threat and must be preserved not only for their own sake 
but for present and future generations. Such areas are essential for quality of life and connection to the natural world. 
As stated above the River Chess is a chalk stream of which there are only around 200 in the world and 85% of these are 
found in England. A combination of geology and climate means that our chalk streams have characteristic features that 
support special wildlife habitats and species. Therefore we have a special responsibility to look after this habitat and 
CDC should be proud of this environment and preserve it at all costs not only for its natural beauty but for the benefit 
of local residents and visitors alike. Question 12 - Heritage assets that should be identified Local heritage sites that 
should be identified include those detailed above - Jordans, Chenies Manor and village, Latimer village and the River 
Chess valley. The area that is being tested to the west of Old Amersham is of great concern as Old Amersham is already 
recognised as a heritage asset and the development area would seriously affect the town setting and that of 
Shardeloes. Question 17 - Additional Points The foreward states that the plan should deliver "development that 
respects our values 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…..whilst maintaining the important function and 
purpose of the Green Belt" - As detailed above in the response to other questions the Local Plan falls well short of 
these deliverables and development should be confined to "Brownfield" areas or those with least impact on our towns 
and villages and our wealth of natural and heritage assets. Regarding the proposed development around Little Chalfont 
- Little Chalfont has already taken more than its fair share of new housing with over 300 buildings complete or 
underway and should be removed from the shortlist of main settlements for growth. The large increase in the 
proposed number of dwellings, associated population and vehicles cannot be accommodated with the existing 
infrastructure: • Traffic is already untenable especially at commuter and school run times and the proposed population 
increase will result in even more congestion leading to frustration, safety issues and loss of amenity • Bell Lane and 
local roads are not suitable for the increased traffic and are not easy or cost effective to “improve” • Parking provision 
in the village centre and station is inadequate • Roads and footpaths are already in a poor state of repair and the 
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increased load will exacerbate the situation with spiralling costs • Schools are already at capacity and over subscribed • 
There would be adverse impact on water resources, supply and associated infrastructure resulting in costly expansion 
and increased abstration from the local chalk streams • Expansion of already loaded Waste Water infrastructure • 
Pressure on already stretched emergency and medical services • Overcrowding of commuter services which are already 
under pressure • Support service impact - e.g. road maintenance, communications, electricity, gas supply, etc. • CDC 
has already found it impossible to manage and fund something as inexpensive as Little Chalfont library - how can CDC 
satisfy even more demands on its stretched resources? 

Rep4387 Mr 
Mark Haines 

I have significant concerns about the proposals set out in the Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan. In particular, I object to 
the development of green belt land between Quill Hall Lane and the branch of the Metropolitan Line which runs 
between Chesham and Chalfont & Latimer. Whilst the early stage consultation document is understandably lacking in 
detail of exactly what is to be proposed, it is apparent that a significant development of Green Belt land is being 
considered. This is not appropriate. The consultation document suggests “very special circumstances” exist which 
would justify entirely inappropriate development within the Green Belt. However, any such circumstances cannot 
justify the economic, social and environmental harm which would result from development of the Green Belt. Rural 
businesses would be adversely impact, traffic congestion would increase and local businesses generally would suffer as 
a result of fewer visits being made by tourists and day trippers. Outdoor recreational space would be lost, as would 
footpaths, open landscapes and areas of tranquillity and natural beauty. In addition, wildlife habitats would be 
destroyed and biodiversity would be adversely impacted. Pollution levels would rise and the proposed development 
would contribute to further global warming. What is currently being proposed would amount to large scale planning 
creep and would be impossible to stop, let alone reverse, once it has started. Whilst some degree of infill is seemingly 
inevitable, this must be carefully planned and must be sympathetic to local surroundings. Any infill permitted must also 
be restricted and must not be allowed to extend to the outer edges of infill sites. Careful consideration needs to be 
given to the density and mix of housing being developed and the provision of adequate supporting infrastructure. The 
consultation document is lacking in information about how these issues will be satisfactorily addressed. There already 
exists significant pressure on local schools, doctors’ surgeries, hospitals etc and satisfactory provision of these services 
would need to be addressed before consideration could reasonably be given to any large scale housing development. It 
is fundamentally important to preserve the character of our towns and villages in the Chiltern District. What is being 
proposed in this consultation would have the opposite effect and destroy our local living environment. 

  

Rep4388 Mr 
Peter Keane 

I would like to raise the following concerns, and make the following objections to the proposals outlined in the Planning 
Consultation mentioned above. Regarding Question 1. I have had little time to analyse the HEDNA, and I question the 
assumptions that have been used to develop it. For such a strategic change to the local planning approach, now 
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replacing the CORE Strategy, it has been poorly publicised. I only found out about it, on the evening of the meeting 
arranged by the Chiltern Society, by a knock on the door. There needs to be a greater publicity and offers of 
involvement to all the local communities affected. Regardin Question 2. The same applies to the HELAA. In addition, I 
have found it impossible to ascertain why certain sites were promoted over others and how the intial strategic 
selection of the named sites was made. The assumptions for both Green Belt "value" and the sustainability study and 
environmental statements are very broad in general and I believe do not reflect the true potential impact on the 
chilterns district. Regarding both Question 2. and Question 14. The HELAA does not appear to follow the new 
guideleines for more localised neigbourhood planning developments, involveling the exeisting residents to develop 
plans in their neighbourhood, as it is a plan developed by the regional councils of the Chilterns and Sout Bucks. l impact 
As a resident of the Lye Green area for the past 25 years, my more detailed response below relates to the land to the 
NE of Chesham encompasing, Hilltop, Lye Green and Codmore earmarked for both substantial housing and 
employment development. This area is not approriate for the substantional housing indicated. At current new build 
densities, this represents in excess of 1500+ houses. The Green Belt between Lye Green and Hilltop,and around 
Codmore performs an important function to delineate the boundaries of Chesham and allow easy access for all 
residents. The large scale proposed development would significantly increase the subarban sprawl of Chesham. Then 
the new adjoining Green Belt would be downgraded and potentially built upon. The proposed development is not 
sustainable, for the following reasons: Chesham currently has water supply and Sewage issues which would could not 
cope without major work. The Cala homes development mentioned below has futher aggravated these issues. The 
increased use of public transport is debateable and the LUPUS report provided in the evidence documents makes very 
high level and "theorectical" statements about the site's sustainability. The level of traffic and subsequent pollution 
would increase dramatically. This has been demontrated by the now completed Cala homes development on the old 
Amersham and Wycombe College site. Traffic in Lycrome Road has significantly increased. There are parked cars in the 
road at the junction with Nashleigh Hill causing traffic hazards for cars turing into Lycrome Road. There are less people 
using the bus stops outside the site than when it was a working college. 1 Available at 
www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplan2014-2036 or www.southbucks.gov.uk/planning/localplan2014-2036 Lycrome 
Road is also not suited to any large scale influx of housing. It is a semi rural road, very narrow, with no footpaths and 
unlit for most of its length. If it were to be widened this would destroy the natural habitat of the hedgerows that abut it 
and require compulsory purchase of the land from a number of houses. If this were done, Lycrome Road would become 
effectively a Chesham Bypass, further aggravating the above problems. Newtown is already under an Air Quality 
Managment ruling, and is struggling to keep within its target quality since its inception in 2007. With the large scale 
developments suggested this would highly likely to be exceded by a significant margin, affecting the local school and 
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elderly residents in the area. The council development team has a duty of care to ascertain these issues in detail, in 
order not to potentially be responsible for the premature ill health of the children in this area. With the prevailing 
winds, Hilltop and the proposed extended suburbs would likely be affected as well. I also have major concerns and 
strongly object to the proposal for 428 acres between Nashliegh Hill, LyeGreen and Ashley Green, to be allocated as a 
potential employment space as it will significantly compound the sustainalbility and environmental issues, mentioned 
above, The area nominally allocated is too large to make meaningful sense of in true planning terms. The main 
transport mode for workers will be by car because of the proximity to the A41. I'll refer to the case study of Stockley 
Park, the UK's premier business park near Heathrow, built on a brownfield site in 1985 and an award winning 
development. It comfortably houses 8,000 service workers on a 60 acre site with many green spaces. It is a similar 
distance to public transport to the proposed site well served by buses to local train and tube stations, with local 
housing all round. Yet in 25 years working there, 90+% of the workforce come by car, despite all the efforts to enhance 
public transport options. Even a quarter of the area suggested in the consultation document, would overload the 
infrastructure and create major environmental hazards for Chesham and Ashley Green. Following the Stockley Park 
example a much better and potentially award winning proposal would be to cooperate with dacorum council in 
reviewing the Bovingdon Airfield and HMP The mount, as both are brownfield sites. The council should endevour to 
seek coperation not just with south Bucks but also with Dacorum because of the closeness of the Herts border. Having 
lived in Lye Green for such a long time, the beauty of the area is defined by its rural nature with the Green Belt 
providing a spacious separation with the otulying areas of Chesham. Lye Green being defined as a Hamlet would cease 
to exist with the proposed developments, leaving the area as simpy a suburb of Chesham, lacking any Green Belt and 
with significant traffic and subsequent environmental and infrastructure issues to contend with. 

Rep4389 Mr 
Andy Garnett 
Vice Chairman 
Chiltern 
Chamber of 
Trade and 
Commerce 

Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and functional economic market areas being used, 
on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work planned during the next stages of the Joint 
Local Plan process? Response: 1.1 From a Chamber perspective there is little dissent over the basic premise of the Joint 
Local Plan. If the area is to thrive over the next 20 years and beyond, it must tackle the big issues of housing, 
infrastructure, retention and growth of employment – all whilst seeking to safeguard our special heritage and 
environment. We recognise that this will be a difficult and challenging balance to achieve. The Chamber would 
challenge conclusion 2.3 d) there is no significant market relationship between Chiltern/South Bucks and Hertfordshire. 
Decorum District has significant employment and economic areas suitable for development. However The Chamber 
also notes that Business rates paid in Hertfordshire have little economic benefit to Buckinghamshire. 1.2 The Chamber 
has considered how development can be matched by necessary infrastructure during a period of austerity and 
continuing cuts to spending. We recognise that our area is often not seen as a priority for investment with funds being 
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channelled to other regions. Significant elements of infrastructure will rely on other agencies such as County Council 
and Buckinghamshire is facing a well-publicised drying up of Central Government funding. In practical terms therefore 
we recognise that some funding for infrastructure will come from the uplift in housing as wealth generated from 
development. However it is worth noting that the ongoing contribution of business to funding of infrastructure will be 
paramount, making the retention and building of our business base a central concern for all involved in this plan. 1.3 
The Chiltern Chamber is keen to see the retention of existing businesses and the growth of future business in the 
Chiltern and South Bucks areas. We recognise that not all current business sites are utilised fully and would welcome 
the opportunity to discuss how these sites may be reconfigured/expanded/released back for housing/recreated in 
other areas for the benefit of the small and medium enterprise businesses that exist in the Local Plan area. 1.4 It is 
almost impossible to comment further in this area without a clearer vision of the economic strategy for the Local Plan 
area. To this end we would fully support the development of an Economic Strategy for the Chiltern and South Bucks 
area and would be keen to work closely with both Councils to achieve this. 1.5 The Chamber has worked closely over 
the past year with the Chesham Society and fully support their vision for Chesham. This regeneration of Chesham Town 
would be a welcome springboard for the economy both in terms of the retail opportunities (space and employment) 
that the development would present and potential tourism and recreational opportunities that again would offer both 
employment opportunities and inward investment. Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, 
particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites 
should be added? Response: 2.1 The Chiltern Chamber of Commerce would welcome further Local Plan discussions on 
how the current business sites are located strategically and how these sites may be incorporated into the future local 
plan requirement. We would suggest that the Council gives consideration to employment zone development clustering 
around existing sites where appropriate. We note from the HEDNA that only 2 hectares of employment generating 
space is required in Chiltern District and there are currently a number of sites underutilised or not utilised. New 
Business Units that have been developed recently have attracted business to them Chess Business Park, Sunnyside 
Road Development, far end of Asheridge Road. Some sites have become outdated and either not utilised or 
underutilised these include Chesham in particular the Chamber could provide a much more extensive list but a few 
examples that have been highlighted in the consultation period listed below; Location Status Other comments 90 
Asheridge Road, Chesham Vacant for past 15 years Planning permission for data centre high land usage low 
employment numbers no longer required as this facility. Meeting about future use 12 March 2016 Consultation on use 
of this site in progress as there is a residential potential for 150/160 houses with and enterprise/employment zone 
Saxeway Business Park, Chartridge Lane, Chesham Only partly occupied Isolated off Chartridge Road Springfield Road, 
Waterside, Chesham Planning permission granted for mixed use development Although access still through a 
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residential road McMinn/Decco site, Waterside, Chesham Requires reconfiguration to free up space for other business 
units and more appropriate layout for existing use Currently Green Belt and Flood risk Chiltern House, Waterside 
Chesham. Fully occupied with small businesses (22) Flexible inclusive terms that are attractive to SME’s Site adjoining 
Jewsons, Hyde Heath Not currently listed in ‘Call for Sites’ Could be developed as a business development cluster at the 
back of the Jewson’s site. Good road access in Greenbelt. Sites we consider no longer fit for purpose e.g; Location 
Status Other comments Higham Mead (Top end) Site, Chesham Currently occupied by Clarkes of Amersham Too small 
for requirement of existing business Excel Motors, Bellingdon Road Not suitable due to parking restrictions and 
surrounding residential units Ideal for change of use into high density flats with underground car park Old PowWow 
site acquired by Decco Only partly used includes small lake Discussion over providing new access to Latimer Road very 
attractive area. Flood risk. Other sites for expansion consideration; Location Status Other comments Chess Business 
Park New units good access mostly occupied Could be expanded into the bottom end of Christmas Tree Farm 
(Greenbelt) Various locations discussed Development of an Enterprise Centre/Business/Incubator Hub To encourage 
start up business small high tech/creative Alma Road Disused printing works large site Easy access to Berkhampsted 
Road 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? Response: 3.1 Allotments in Cameron Road, Chesham (move to Green Belt). 
Consolidation of sporting facilities and greater use of School sports fields for community use e.g • Little Spring playing 
field • Chesham Grammar School Academy • Chiltern Hills Academy • Chesham United Football Field 3.2 The Chamber 
welcomes and supports the work The Chesham Society is engaged with and the vision for Chesham Town Centre. The 
plans are ambitious and imaginative but moreover achievable with the right strategic development plan. The Chesham 
Society has incorporated extensive detail in its submission to CDC Benefits to the Local Plan provision being: • Land 
freed up from increasing density of car parking space. • Space created over St Mary’s Way development of a 
destination town • More high density residential units over existing car parking space • Creation of more retail 
(employment generating) and community arts space, museum, library • Development cost of this would be funded by 
joining residential development to community infrastructure provision • Opportunity to improve flood management 
provision and sewage capacity within Chesham 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. Response: 4.1 The Chamber of Commerce would welcome the re-structuring of 
employment space to make the space desirable to enterprises as currently we have a number of employment 
generating sites in the area that are not fit for purpose and have been inactive for a number of years. 4.2 The Chamber 
would recommend the provision of economic enterprise zone clusters on the edge of town areas with good road links. 
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• Expansion of Chess Business Park into bottom end of Christmas Tree Farm with access from Amersham Road • 
Expansion of site adjoining Jewsons at Hyde Heath, Missenden Road for businesses requiring access of HGV’s • 
Reconfiguration and new access to Decco/McMinn POWWOW site from Latimer Road. Site limited in size but 
underutilised. • We would support development of sites off Ashley Green Road behind the new Bellcote Inn 
development. (A good example of change of use and relevant development) The Chamber noted that there were loud 
objections to a large scale development in this area for economic/enterprise use, although we do understand that is a 
proposed area of search rather than a proposed zone. 4.3 In addition we call for the Local Plan Vision to have a clear 
Economic and Tourism strategy to support the potential employment and tourism opportunities to 2036. This should 
be underpinned by the wider Buckinghamshire Inward Investment plans and in South Bucks take account of the 
potential future relationship with East Berkshire. 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? Response: 5.1 The formation of an Economic and Tourism Strategy may yield other 
options or amendments to the existing options. Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or 
specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options? Response: 6.1 Not at this time. Question 7: Do 
you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? Response: 7.1 Additional housing 
development is a catalyst for business growth and therefore if neighbouring districts are not prepared to build the 
shortfall in requirement of houses as identified in the HEDNA there will be a need to accommodate this shortfall within 
the two districts or other co-operative neighbouring districts. This supports our call for a proper Economic Strategy that 
will underpin the direction of travel over the next two decades. Over the past few decades residential/economic 
development plans have not been driven by the need to achieve density particularly in housing. During this 
consultation period the issue of achieving housing density has become more pressing particularly in Town Centres. If 
the Chesham Town Centre Vision forward thinking proposal is going to progress the cost of realising this vision would 
need to be achieved by accommodating a significant growth in housing development, the increase in economic 
development provision may help to achieve this in part, but Community Infrastructure Levy will predominantly need to 
come from residential development. Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can 
meet its local affordable housing need? Response: 8.1 In support of the Chesham Vision there may be significant 
opportunities to build affordable units, supported by developers in the Chesham area. From a business perspective the 
Chesham Vision makes a lot of sense in terms of regeneration of the Town and the potential employment opportunities 
with the increased retail and office space. Question 9: Do you have any comments on the above options to meet the 
needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show people? Response: 9.1 The Chamber of Commerce does not feel 
equipped to comment in this area but understands that the three groups listed will have differing requirements and 
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therefore differing provision. Question 10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly 
accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? Response: 10.1 Relevant provision needs to be 
provided and included in proposed new developments as part of the social provision. The Chamber would welcome a 
pilot scheme to incentivise older people with underused accommodation to move into accommodation more suited to 
their needs. Leaving this to market forces alone is not achieving particularly desirable outcomes. Question 11: Do you 
have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local heritage assets, how heritage contributes to 
quality of life and our sense of place and community.? Response 11.1 We welcome the fact that there is a Heritage 
Strategy and organisations that conserve and protect our heritage in the area should be seen as an integral part of our 
educational and social provision. The Chamber would welcome a wider discussion with our educational academies and 
authorities about Chiltern history and heritage. Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage 
assets that should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important locally? Response: 12.1 The Chamber of 
Commerce does not feel equipped to comment in this area. 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. 
Response: 13.1 The Chamber of Commerce does not feel equipped to comment in this area. Question 14: Do you have 
any nominations for Local Measures? Response: 14.1 The Chesham Society Town Plan is an excellent proposal to make 
the centre of Chesham more attractive and commercially viable and we would fully support this. Question 15: Do you 
have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7. Response: 15.1 No comment at this time. Question 16: Do 
you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? 
Response: 16.1 Infrastructure is an absolute priority. All development projects (of scale) must ensure they contribute to 
the built environment and be enshrined in the correct planning permissions. How CIL resources are charged and 
reinvested needs form a central and integral part of the next consultation phase. The Chamber would welcome an early 
discussion about infrastructure planning and resourcing. All evidence suggests that infrastructure is an ABSOLUTE 
priority. Assuming that there is no plan in the next 10 years to build new roads to relieve congestion through the 
districts there is a priority to improve traffic flows on the A416. We would urge that as part of this process a traffic 
survey is commissioned on the truck routes through the Districts. The air quality in Berkhampsted Road, Chesham is of 
particular concern which was raised on a number of occasions during this consultation process. Question 17: Do you 
have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For 
example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? Response: 
17.1 The strategy for the economic development of Chiltern and South Bucks needs to be addressed as part of the next 
stage of the process. 17.2 Chesham Grammar School Multi Academy Trust (newly formed) is a major employer in HP5 
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and has land assets and buildings under its management. This includes the Chesham Grammar Academy site in White 
Hill and Ivingswood Academy (Formerly Little Spring) site in Greenway. Buckinghamshire County Council remains the 
land owner. It would seem likely that County Council assets could be considered in the local plan to give a greater 
educational, community, sporting and wellbeing benefits. 17.3 We would also encourage the District Council to include 
The Chiltern Chamber of Commerce involvement in the next steps of the Local Plan and next stage of the consultation 
process. 17.4 We suggest that in collaboration with the District Councils we engage with a greater number of SME’s in 
the Local Plan area as part of the development of a local Economic Strategy. 17.5 The Chamber would like to thank all 
the people involved for contributing to this submission and for attending local meetings and events. We appreciate 
that you have given your time voluntarily to contribute to this important platform to help shape the future of this 
important plan. [A full representations document was submitted].  

Rep4390 
Rachel Roger-
Lund 

My name is Rachel and I am 13 years old. I live on Beechwood Avenue, Little Chalfont and I am writing regarding the 
recent decision to create a housing estate upon the woods behind my back garden. Not only is cutting down the trees 
very bad for our environment, but those trees create a beautiful landscape for all the residents of Little Chalfont to look 
at. Secondly, for the past five years I have spent every summer holiday and weekend running around in those gardens 
because of the beautiful trees to climb and the park that it backs onto. Also the parade of shops on the main road is 
always very busy at rush hour and generally throughout the day. If 1,000 more houses are built that's probably 1,000 
more cars clogging up the road blocking people from school and work. In addition, the A404 going towards 
Chorleywood is always very busy in the morning, I experience this every day on my way to school and find it very 
frustrating having to leave extra early just to miss the traffic, but having 1,000 more cars trying to get down the 
motorway or just into London will be chaos and isn't fair to the Little Chalfont residents. The pollution alone will create 
smog and will cause global warming which is always rising dramatically. I used to go to school at Dr Challoners High 
School and there were 150 girls in my year group, if these houses are built then most of the children living there will 
want to go to Challoners or Little Chalfont primary which already have most of the children from Little Chalfont but 
many more which isn't fair for the children who have lived there longer, like myself. 

  

Rep4391 Mr 
William Mead 

1, Comment on the Chesham Housing area plan. The map shows the area of farmland behind Warrender Road, 
Chesham as part of the zone to be used for future housing. This land is often flooded in winter and building on it is 
likely to cause further flooding problems both for new housing and for the existing households in Warrender Road. I 
therefore object to this proposal. 2. Comment on the Little Chalfont eployment area plan. This shows land on the north 
side of the A404 bordered by Stoney Lane, the footpath known as Lady Chenies walk, and Chenies village as to be used 
for employment purposes, i.e. industrial buildings. This will have a significant impact (noise and visual disturbance) on 
views over the Chess valley and would be very detrimental to the area. I therefore object to this proposal. 
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Rep4392 Mrs 
Cindy Gordon 

Re 2014-2036 - area bounded by Park Road, Grays Park Road and West End Lane I do not think this area should be 
released from Greenbelt to build houses. Redeveloping this would put more traffic, polllution and congestion on local 
roads. GP surgeries and local schools are already overscribed. This area is overlooked by historical monuments. We 
don't want to be swallowed up by Slough and this area keeps us seperate as we are a seperate village. 

  

Rep4393 
Janice Game 
Rep4477 
Andrew Game 

I would like to strongly object to the declassification of green belt land surrounding the village of Little Chalfont. We live 
in an area with small towns and villages with green belt in between them. It really important that we safeguard this 
green belt for the sake of the environment and for future generations. We must not allow creeping urban sprawl to eat 
it up! 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. It is my considered opinion that Little Chalfont cannot accommodate new 
development in such a scale and that we owe it to future generations and to our environment to protect 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.  

Rep4394 
Emma 
McCullagh 

I am writing to you about how you’re trying to build a load of houses on our exquisite, fresh field in Mill Meadow, 
Chalfont St Peter. I hope that this will change your mind. Mill Meadow is a beautiful place, Harmonies of vivid flowers, 
Hordes of trees towering above the fresh lime grass, Children having fun exercising Dog walkers tripping over the roots 
of clinging trees. The Chalfont St Peter cricket club is a fantastic place, Trees all high and mighty, Flowers, small yet 
radiant, The animals all happy and bright. Children sweaty from playing cricket. One of them is me. Rugby is a jovial 
game, And Beaconsfield club is the best. My little brother plays there all the time, When it finishes he comes out happy 
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yet tired. The Chalfont St Peter playground is an exquisite place, Where people are brought together, They can play, 
chat and prance around. All jolly and merry. Imagine you take it all down, And all of the happiness is gone, People are 
upset, devastated, crying, Miraculous plants, animals withering and dying, Mother Nature’s blazing with anger, For you 
have killed living beings, It is not fair. 

Rep4395 
Jeremy Russel 

This letter comments upon and objects to the proposed development on green belt land on six areas aroung Little 
Chalfont ("the six areas"). When considering these objections it should be orne in mind that much of the land around 
Little Chalfont is in a designated area of outstanding natural beauty ("AONB"), in particular the parcel to the west of 
Stony Lane and the two parcels immediately to the east of that, starddling the A404. National Planning Policy 
Framework The NPPF provides (inter alia) as follows: " 9. 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 openess and their permanence. 80. Green Belt 
serves five purposes: - 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. Building development on any of the six areas would have an effect diametrically opposed to thatlaid 
down by paragraph 80. As regards both unmet housing need and employment development, the first step should be to 
make better use of land within Little Chalfont, such as the area roung the railway station, behing the shops on the 
corner of Nightingales Lanes and the land presently occupied by Citygate VW. There should be an overall plan for 
development within the village, rather than what appears at present to be a piecemeal approach. The NPPF further 
provides: "87. AS with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate development is, by definiton, harmful to the Green 
Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances. 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 anyother 
harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations." (Whilst paragraphs 89 and 90 of the NPPF provide limited 
exceptions to paragraphs 87-88, none of the exemptions provide for general house building, let alone "employment 
development". None of the listed exceptions is relevant here.) Development in the six areas would plainly be harmful 
to the green belt, not least because such development would reduce the green belt in an area of England which is 
already densely populated, contrary to pra 79-80 of the NPPF. Further: - The mere process of preparing a new local 
plan cannot be reguarded as exceptional circumstances: Gallagher Homes v Solihull [2014] EWHC 1283 (admin) - 
Unmet housing need of itself, without more, is not sufficient to give rise to "very special circumstances": Connors v 
SSCLG [2014] EWHC 2358 (Admin). Thus at para 153 of his judgment, Lewis, J observed that: "the ministerial 

 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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announcement is to the effect that unmet need in both Traveller and Gypsey cases, and in conventional housing cases, 
is unlikely to be sufficient of itself to justify the grant of planning permission." Similarly, at para 165 of his judgment he 
stated that "The approach of the [Secretary of State] however, is that unmet need alone is unlikely to justify the grant 
of planning permission in the Green Belt." In para 178, the judge concluded that "the decision maker is entitled to take 
the view that unmet need was not, of itself, likely to justify allowing an appal and granting planning permission" to 
build on green belt land. - These (and other) legal authorities establish that the "very special cicumstances" threshold is 
a high one. - See also the ministerial statement on 17th January 2014 that "unmet need, whether for traveller sites or 
for conventional housing, is unlikely to outweigh harm to the green belt and other harm to constitute the “very special 
circumstances” justifying inappropriate development in the green belt. The secretary of state wishes to re-emphasise 
this policy point to both local planning authorities and planning inspectors as a material consideration in their planning 
decisions.”  * There is no suggestion that I can find in the legal authorities, ministerial statements or planning 
documents that, when it comes to the green belt, “employment land” has a higher priority than land for unmet housing 
needs. It therefore follows that no case has been made that there exist “very special circumstances” justifying the use 
of green belt land for “employment development”. As I read the council’s consultation document, no attempt has been 
made to identify any “very special circumstances” to justify the proposed destruction of green belt land, let alone land 
within an AONB, whether for housing or employment purposes. This constitutes a serious flaw in the council’s 
approach. Infrastructure Stoney Lane: This is largely single track road with passing places. It is already dangerously busy 
at peak times, with even very large lorries seeking to use it and from time to time becoming stuck and clogging up 
traffic even further. As presently constructed, it is wholly inappropriate to carry the extra traffic which would be 
generated by housing development to the west and/or industrial development to the east. Lodge Lane:  Although 
nominally one lane in each direction, in reality there are places where it is a tight fit for vehicles travelling in opposite 
directions to pass each other safely.  The railway bridge next to the old golf club would need to be replaced: at present 
there is insufficient room for two passenger vehicles (let alone vans or lorries) to pass each other under the bridge.  
There are dangerous bends at the top of each side of the valley in which the old golf clubhouse sits.  The road is 
particularly busy at peak times and any access to it from significant housing development on parcel reference GBA 35 
would make use of the road even more dangerous than it presently is. (there has already been one fatality in this area.)  
Long Walk: This is a single track private road. Certainly at its eastern end, the sub-structure is of very limited depth, 
with the result that the road requires regular maintenance, which is paid for by the local residents. (I have no 
knowledge of the sub-structure of the road at the western end of Long Walk. In its present form it is wholly unsuitable 
to accept the greatly increased traffic which would be generated by development on parcel reference GBA35. Burtons 
Lane: This is also a busy road, particularly at peak times. The speed limit does not appear to be enforced, nor does the 
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presence of double yellow lines prevent inconsiderate parking. Increased traffic generated by further development 
would make this road even more dangerous than it presently is. Finch Lane: this, too, is a single track road wholly 
unsuitable in its present form to accept the additional traffic which would be generated by development of general 
area 27. A404:  This is extremely busy already: it can take 5-7 minutes to exist Lodge Lane and cross the A404 to head 
towards Chenies, even on Saturdays and Sundays. Similar delays can be experienced turning out of Stony Lane to head 
towards Little Chalfont.  There is already significant congestion. For example, traffic regularly back up from Amersham 
all the way back to the bridge by Chalfont & Latimer station on a regular basis at peak of the evening rush hour. The 
addition of significant housing and industrial development in general area 22a, parcel 14b and or the land to the south 
of the SA404 and east of Lodge Lane, would simply make what is already a bad situation very much worse.  Parking: 
Parking in Little Chalfont, particularly for those wishing to use the various local shops and small business in the form of 
loss of trade. Further significant housing development around the outskirts of Little Chalfont will significantly 
exacerbate these problems. Rail transport: Anyone who has travelled on either the Metropolitan or Chiltern line trains 
to form Chalfont & latimer station at peak times will know that these are so crowded that passengers getting on at this 
station (particularly onto the diesel  trains) generally have to stand all the way into London. Further, the station car 
parks are already overflowing, with the result that commuters park on surrounding roads. Again, further significant 
housing development around the outskirts of Little Chalfont will significantly exacerbate these problems. Schools: The 
schools in Little Chalfont are already heavily over-subscribed. Recent growth: Little Chalfont has already received new 
housing at levels disproportionate to that in the surrounding, much larger, settlements. The following results are shown 
by data provided by CDC. In the planning period April 2006 Mar 2014 the following completion of new homes and 
zoning for housing of large sites as yet unbuilt took place: Amersham 5.35% Chesham 4.0% Chalfont St Peter 7.9% Little 
Chalfont 12.4%. The developments in Little Chalfont have not been supported by any new infrastructure. As can be 
seen, Little Chalfont has already taken more than its fair share. The CDC Core Strategy includes Little Chalfont among 
the settlements where development could be focussed. This simply beggars belief, given the absence of any 
infrastructure improvements to date and the existing infrastructure problems, a number of which have been outlined 
above. The CDC is urged to remove Little Chalfont from its list of settlements where development could be focussed, 
before it becomes Greater Chalfont. Other considerations: Environmental harm:  Loss of biodiversity and habitat for 
wildlife.  Loss of long-established woodlands, which serve to counter global warming, and pollution of the air and 
water.  Loss of green infrastructure and wildlife corridors directly impacting flora and fauna.  Social harm: Reduced 
outdoor recreational space Loss of amenity. (For example, both Lodge Lane and Long Walk are used daily by both horse 
riders and walkers. The greatly increased traffic which would result from the proposed developments would 
significantly impact these users of the countryside.) Loss of open landscape and tranquillity. For the above reasons, 
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none of the six areas should be considered for building development, whether for housing, employment or otherwise.   

Rep4396 
Emma-Lisa 
Shiells Senior 
Planner 
Barton 
Willmore 

REPRESENTATION ON BEHALF OF NABIL AND ELIZABETH ASSAF Introduction & Background 1. We act on behalf of Nabil 
and Elizabeth Assaf and have been instructed to submit the following representation in relation to the Local Plan Initial 
Consultation (“the Plan”). 2. Nabil and Elizabeth Assaf own a Site known as Chesham Business Park, Chesham as 
illustrated on the Site Location Plan attached (“the Site”). The Site is 0.27ha. Given their interest in the Site we submit 
the following representation to the Plan. These set out our Client’s position and also recommended changes to the Plan 
as it is formulated. Representation 3. We set out representations below which relate to the Site with particular 
reference to the release of existing employment sites for housing/alternative uses. 4. Paragraph 1.5 of the consultation 
document highlights that the Councils (Chiltern and South Bucks District Council) are not undertaking another formal 
call for sites as part of the consultation, however, additional sites can be nominated in writing. As such we write to 
request the allocation of Chesham Business Park, Chesham for housing. 5. We set out our response to the ‘Questions’ 
within the Plan below accordingly. Question 2 – Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation 
to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? 6. We 
write to request that the Site as illustrated on the Site Location Plan is added to the Schedule for proposed housing 
sites as set out within the Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA). 7. We note a number of 
sites have been considered within the CDC’s Employment Site Appraisals Final Report (March 2013), however, this Site 
has not been assessed. 8. Following a review of the HELAA (January 2016) we consider the Site to be appropriate for 
housing development for the following reasons: · Suitable: the Site is suitable for residential development given its 
sustainable location in Chesham urban area. In addition, the surrounding area comprises residential uses alongside 
business uses. Some of the premises also located along Higham Road have been converted to residential development 
as they have benefited from Permitted Development Rights from change of Use Class B1(a) to Use Class C3. This 
confirms the suitability of residential development at this location. Given the immediate residential uses, it is 
considered to be favourable to have residential use at the Site as this is a more amenity-friendly use for the residents 
nearby as the current uses or any future ‘B’ Class Uses could potentially result in more noise and disturbance given the 
nature of the activity carried out. Any detailed Development Management constraints associated with the Site will be 
reviewed when producing a feasibility plan and a strategy for overcoming the constraints will be set out. In addition, 
the Site is not located within the Green Belt and is previously developed land which is a preferable location for 
residential development as suggested within the HELAA. The Site is in Flood Risk Zone 1 which is considered to be 
acceptable for residential development and the Site is not subject of any other environmental constraints as set out 
within Table 3 of the HELAA. As such the Site is considered to be suitable for residential development. · Available: the 
Site is currently occupied by ‘B’ Class Uses. However, the unit is surplus to operational requirements. As such, the Site 
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will be available for development within the next two years. · Achievable: Nabil and Elizabeth Assaf are seeking the 
future change of use or redevelopment of the Site which is considered to be achievable and viable by the owner. 
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? 9. Within the Chiltern vision it states ‘support for a restructuring of Chesham 
employment base through, inter alia, release of some outdated, poorly located employment space for housing/other 
uses’. Providing flexibility for existing employment sites is supported as this flexibility will ensure the emerging Plan is in 
line with the NPPF Paragraph 22 which states that planning policy should avoid the long term protection of sites for 
employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose. Question 7 – do you have 
comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern / South Bucks? 10. As there may be ‘unmet needs’ within 
the joint Districts once the development options are tried and tested, some may not be appropriate or given that the 
scope of development within them may be lower than assumed, it is considered even more necessary to consider the 
release of existing employment sites which are suitable for residential use such as this Site. Question 15 – do you have 
a view on the scope of policies proposed at Appendix 7? 11. The proposed policy within the Economic Development 
policies (ED) relating to Employment Land is not supported. The policy states ‘where Employment Proposal Site / Area’ 
allocations have been identified on the Policies Map the policy will set out what development will be acceptable in 
these areas and to protect key sites against alternative uses’. It is requested that any emerging policy is afforded more 
flexibility in terms of the release of existing employment sites for alternative uses. This will ensure the emerging policy 
is in line with the NPPF (Paragraph 22) which, as highlighted above at Paragraph 9, seeks to avoid the long term 
protection of sites allocated for employment where there is no reasonable prospects of a site being used for that 
purpose. As such, there should be a more flexible approach taken within any forthcoming policy. 12. This will ensure 
this aspect of the Plan is ‘sound’ in line with the NPPF (Paragraph 182), with particular reference to being ‘positively 
prepared’ to be based on a strategy to meet objectively assessed needs and ‘consistent with national policy’ to enable 
the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework. Question 17 – do you have 
any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? 13. Any 
emerging policies should provide sufficient flexibility and be positively prepared. As such, prescribed detail should be 
avoided within policies, with particular reference to specific site allocations as this can be undertaken and assessed as 
part of any planning application relating to the allocated sites. 14. In relation to the Site specifically, to ensure the 
opportunity presented by the Plan and to ensure it is positively prepared, we recommend that any eventual policy 
either allows for a potential increase in units and the developable area or does not impose a cap on the number of 
units. This can be determined via a Planning Application. 15. Providing more flexibility for the Site and allocating it for 
residential development will help contribute to the housing supply within the District. This is important for Chiltern 
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District Council as, as highlighted at Paragraph 3.7 of the Local Plan, ‘there will 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’. Conclusions 16. We recommend the Site is allocated for residential development, given the 
Site’s suitability for housing development and the unmet housing provision within Chiltern District Council. 17. In 
addition, we support the emerging policy relating to the release of employment sites within Chesham, however, 
emerging policy relating to the loss of employment land within the District should provide flexibility for the release of 
such sites. This will ensure the Plan is ‘sound’ and will bring it in line with the NPPF which states that policy should 
resist the long-term protection of employment. 18. We look forward to receiving acknowledgement of these 
representations marked for the attention of Mark Harris / Emma-Lisa Shiells at this office. We would be grateful if you 
could continue to keep us notified of the Plan’s progress. 

Rep4397 
Emma-Lisa 
Shielld Barton 
Willmore on 
behalf of Cyan 
Properties Ltd. 

REPRESENTATION ON BEHALF OF CYAN PROPERTIES LTD. Introduction & Background 1. We act on behalf of Cyan 
Properties Ltd. (‘Cyan’) and have been instructed to submit the following representation in relation to the Local Plan 
Initial Consultation (“the Plan”). 2. Cyan owns a Site known as Units 5, 6 and 7 Corinium Industrial Estate, Raans Road, 
Amersham as illustrated on the Site Location Plan attached (“the Site”). The Site is 0.68ha. Given Cyan’s interest in the 
Site, we submit the following representation to the Plan. These set out Cyan’s position and also recommended changes 
to the Plan as it is formulated. Representation 3. We set out representations below which relate to the Site with 
particular reference to the release of existing employment sites for housing/alternative uses. 4. Paragraph 1.5 of the 
consultation document highlights that the Councils (Chiltern and South Bucks District Council) are not undertaking 
another formal call for sites as part of the consultation, however, additional sites can be nominated in writing. As such, 
we write to request the allocation of Units 5, 6 and 7 Corinium Industrial Estate for housing development. 5. We set out 
our response to the ‘Questions’ within the Plan below accordingly. Question 2 – Do you have any comments on the 
draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether 
additional sites should be added? 6. We write to request that the Site, as illustrated in the Site Location Plan, is added 
to the Schedule for proposed housing sites as set out within the Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment (HELAA). 7. The wider employment Site at Raans Road has been considered within the CDC’s Employment 
Site Appraisals Final Report (March 2013). The Site is recognised as the ‘Western Segment’. It is concluded that the 
Western Segment site is one of the ‘District’s Least Important Sites’ and the ‘likelihood of employment-led 
redevelopment at this location is considered to be limited’. As such, the release of this employment site (Western 
Segment) is considered to be acceptable as it is not recognised as being an important employment site within the 
Borough. 8. On behalf of Cyan we can confirm that the Site is deliverable within the next 5-10 years for residential 
development. The current occupiers are due to vacate the premises in 2019 and any scheme can be worked up in 
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advance of the current occupiers vacating. 9. Following a review of the HELAA (January 2016) we consider the Site to be 
appropriate for housing development for the following reasons: · Suitable: the Site is suitable for residential 
development given its sustainable location within Amersham urban area and its close proximity to Amersham Town 
Centre and Railway Station, approximately 1mile from the Site. The wider surrounding area comprises mainly 
residential dwellings as such, any residential allocation of the Site is considered to be appropriate and will complement 
the surrounding uses. Given the proximity to residential uses, it is considered to be favourable to have residential use 
at the Site as this is a more amenity-friendly use and the current uses or any future ‘B’ Class Uses are likely to result in 
more noise and disturbance given the nature of the activity carried out. It is noted that there are other ‘B’ Class Uses to 
the east of the Site and the railway line to the south of the Site. These will need to be considered within any site 
allocation or forthcoming planning application at the Site to ensure the amenity of future residents is protected. This 
can be addressed through appropriate design considerations within any residential scheme, including design mitigation 
as required. Any detailed Development Management constraints associated with the Site will be reviewed when 
producing a feasibility plan and a strategy for overcoming the constraints will be set out. In addition, the Site is not 
located within the Green Belt and is previously developed land which is a preferable location for residential 
development as suggested within the HELAA. The Site is in Flood Risk Zone 1 which is considered to be acceptable for 
residential development and the Site is not subject of any other environmental constraints as set out within Table 3 of 
the HELAA. As such the Site is considered to be suitable for residential development. ite is currently 
occupied by ‘B’ Class Uses, however, the lease terms for these units will expire in 2019 and the current occupiers have 
indicated limited intentions of extending their leases. There is limited interest from potential new occupiers as the 
current state of the buildings are not of high quality given the age of the premises. As such, the Site will be available for 
redevelopment within a 5-10 year period. 
redevelopment. As such redevelopment of the Site for residential uses is considered to be achievable and viable by the 
owner. 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? 10. Within the Chiltern vision it states ‘support for a restructuring of 
Chesham employment base through, inter alia, release of some outdated, poorly located employment space for 
housing/other uses’. Providing flexibility for existing employment sites is supported within the Borough, however, it is 
requested that this flexibility is extended to cover employment areas in Amersham as this will provide more flexibility 
and ensure the emerging Plan is in line with the NPPF Paragraph 22 which states that planning policy should avoid the 
long term protection of sites for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for that 
purpose. Paragraph 22 then goes on to state that ‘where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the 
allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their merits 
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having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable local communities’. 
11. Given the varied quality of employment sites and buildings in Amersham, it is considered necessary to release some 
of the sites for alternative uses as the potential for them being reoccupied for such uses is low as there are other more 
high quality employment sites within the District as recognised within the Employment Sites Appraisals Final Report. 
Question 7 – do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern / South Bucks? 12. As there may 
be ‘unmet needs’ within the joint Districts once the development options are tried and tested or given that the scope 
of development within them may be lower than assumed, it is considered even more necessary to consider the release 
of existing employment sites which are suitable for residential use. This Site has limited potential for the continued use 
of employment once the current occupiers vacate and is considered to be suitable for residential development in order 
to meet unmet needs. Question 15 – do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed at Appendix 7? 13. The 
proposed policy within the Economic Development policies (ED) relating to Employment Land is not supported. The 
policy states ‘where Employment Proposal Site / Area’ allocations have been identified on the Policies Map the policy 
will set out what development will be acceptable in these areas and to protect key sites against alternative uses’. It is 
requested that any emerging policy is afforded more flexibility in terms of the release of existing employment sites for 
alternative uses. This will ensure the emerging policy is in line with the NPPF (Paragraph 22) which, as highlighted 
above at Paragraph 10, seeks to avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for employment where there is no 
reasonable prospects of a site being used for that purpose. As such, there should be a more flexible approach taken 
within forthcoming policy. 14. This will ensure this aspect of the Plan is ‘sound’ in line with the NPPF (Paragraph 182), 
with particular reference to being ‘positively prepared’ to be based on a strategy to meet objectively assessed needs 
and ‘consistent with national policy’ to enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies 
in the Framework. Question 17 – do you have any other points you would like the Councils to take into account in the 
preparation of the Joint Local Plan? 15. Any emerging policies should provide sufficient flexibility and be positively 
prepared. As such, prescribed detail should be avoided within policies, with particular reference to specific site 
allocations as this can be undertaken and assessed as part of any planning application relating to the allocated sites. 16. 
It should be noted that at this stage the actual developable area and the capacity potential of the Site has not been 
fully determined by Cyan. To ensure the opportunity presented by the Plan and importantly ensure it is positively 
prepared, we recommend that any eventual policy either allows for a potential increase in units and the developable 
area or does not impose a cap on the number of units. This can be determined via a Planning Application. 17. Providing 
more flexibility of the Site and allocating it for residential development will help contribute to the housing supply within 
the District. This is important for Chiltern District Council as, as highlighted at Paragraph 3.7 of the Local Plan, ‘there will 
a significant gap for unmet development needs in the plan area unless further site options can be identified or new 
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development opportunities can be provided within the Green Belt’. The potential for the Site to be released for housing 
will ease pressure on the development of Green Belt land. It should be noted that the NPPF Paragraph 17 encourages 
the effective use of land by reusing previously developed land which the future redevelopment of the Site would seek 
to achieve. Conclusions 18. We recommend the Site is allocated for residential development based on its status as a 
‘Least Important’ Employment Site and its suitability / availability for residential development. We also request that 
given the Site’s suitability for housing development and the unmet housing provision within Chiltern District Council, 
flexibility is given to the Site’s allocation and the loss of employment land within Amersham is accepted within the 
emerging Local Plan. This will ensure the Plan is ‘sound’ and will bring the Plan in line with the NPPF which states that 
policy should not resist the long-term protection of employment. 

Rep4398 Jean 
Fell 

I am concerned about the constant encroachment on the green belt to the point that it will eventually become a 
wasted word. We are already being battered by HS2 & being used as a major Dump. This area has always been a green 
lung for London since industrialisation & even more for the suburbs now. Please be more aware of the future! 

  

Rep4399 Mr 
Francis Shaw 
Shaw & Jagger 
Architects on 
behalf of Mr 
Amarjit Singh 
Hundall 

Site Location: Land to south of Witheridge Lane Penn Bucks HP10 8PQ OS Grid reference Easting reference 491526.73, 
Northing reference 193180.14 Size of site 1.3 ha Site will be avilable within 5 years Current use is agricultural land that 
is derlict and unmanaged for over 15 years The site lies within Green Belt and also within the Chilterns Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. It has direct road access to Witheridge Lane and there exists a concrete access road across 
the plot. The site has excellent screening from the road by virtue of mature woodland in adjacent ownership. Although 
some of this woodland has recently been felled, there remains adequate screening and the felled trees have been re-
planted. Additional trees are due to be planted to further screen the site from the road. The woodland is NOT ancient 
woodland. There is a public right of way running along the western boundary of the site although this is very rarely 
used, being narrow and obstructed all the way along its length. Most users tend to use the gated entrance to the site 
which is private but often ignored. The site is more than 2miles away from the Gom Valley SSSI. There is a public right 
of way on the Western side of the plot which is very poorly signposted and inaccesible from the road. The access is on a 
sharp bend with poor visibility for pedestrians and is worthy of consideration to resite the entrance to a safer access 
point on the fronage of the land. There is currently a gated access to the land and an area of some 30ft wide that lies to 
the east of the track that would be a much safer area to site a PROW should the council deem it to be an appropriate 
relocation for safety and amenity value for users aligned to this application. The site lies on the southern side of 
Witheridge Lane immediately to the east of Penbury Grove on sloping ground rising from south east to north west. It 
lies within Green Belt and the Chilterns AONB. Until recently the site had been in the same ownership for 15 years and 
had fallen into a state of disrepair with poorly maintained woodland that is in need of clearing, and significant 
improvement to restore the site to its former glory. The site has been plagued by a series of incidents from cars being 

   



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1197 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

dumped, caravans being set on fire, travellers trying to settle on the site and the paddocks behind as well as providing 
access for thieves to the rear of adjoining dwellings. Our client purchased the site at the end of 2015 and currently lives 
nearby with their young family. They felt that it offered a choice of uses for agricultural use (they have a farming 
background) or alternatively it was marketed as a site with potential for equestrian use - the nearby property 
'Underwood' has equestrian facilities on the land. However, their long term wish would be to see the site being used 
for a dwelling in order to benefit from the beautiful scenery and the south facing views over the countryside. 
Historically the majority of the land around Penn was owned by the Penn-Curzon- Howe families comprising of some 
4,000 acres at the beginning of the 20th century although approximately half has been sold off since then. The site in 
question was sold by Lord Curzon sometime between 1916 and 1928 at the time when many estates were converting 
assets into liquid investments following the First World War and before the great depression of the 1930’s. The site was 
definitely sold off as a building plot although it is not clear if the concrete access road was put in at this time or at a 
later date. What is clear is that much of the land to either side of Witheridge Lane was sold off as plots during this time 
but that development did not really commence in earnest until after the Second World War when several houses had 
been built to the north side of Witheridge Lane as illustrated by the 1956 OS map and some to the south. Many of 
these original houses have been significantly extended or rebuilt since this time. This ribbon of development either side 
of the road can be seen from aerial images of the site showing that it is flanked by dwellings ranging from 2,000ft² to 
20,000ft² with an average plot size of in excess of 1-2 acres. The site has a safe and well established entrance from 
Witheridge Lane to a gated entrance and until very recently was very well screened from the road by a mature area of 
trees. The felled trees have been re-planted and further planting is due. There is an established track for agricultural 
vehicles to access the land to the south of the site which will be re-diverted to its correct and original path along most 
eastern boundary along the route adjacent to ‘The Shearings’ in line with the covenant on this portion of the site. There 
is aso concrete access road from the gated entry into the middle of the site showing that development had been 
planned in the past and probably associated with one of the land sales. Shaw & Jagger Architects were commissioned in 
early 2016 to begin working up initial ideas in order to explore the potential of a new dwelling on the site. We 
recognise that there is a presumption against any new development within Green Belt and that, as it currently stands, 
very special circumstances would have to be demonstrated if permission were to be granted. As well as satisfying 
Green Belt legislation, any planning application would have to be based around Paragraph 55 of the NPPF which can 
allow new dwellings to be built within the open countryside providing a strict set of criteria are met, and demonstrate 
no harm to the AONB. In order to begin this process, we have begun to develop several options for the creation of a 
new dwelling on the site which we have appended to this document and which I will outline briefly (copies attached): 
Option 1 is for a modernist villa in a ‘U’ shaped plan around a central courtyard. Accommodation is provided over two 
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levels with the lower level following the slope of the ground. Option 2 represents a more organic development of the 
modernist plan whilst Option 3 splits a building into two wings following the contours and maximising views over the 
surrounding countryside. Option 4 has a more traditional look designed in an Arts and Crafts style with a series of 
private and leisure wings whilst Option 5 is a much more contemporary design comprising a series of linked one and 
two storey interpretations of traditional house forms clad with modern sheet materials. All options site the proposed 
dwelling to the north of the site to follow the established development pattern along the road and to minimise impact 
upon the Green Belt and AONB. All options are in the region of 7,000 – 8,000ft². Along with the initial sketch options 
we have attached the preliminary findings of our Landscape Visual Impact Assessment against which any proposals 
should be judged. As Director of a Renewable Energy Generation & Supply organisation, it is our client’s aim to: 
“Explore how a zero emission dwelling can be designed on the site incorporating new and established technologies to 
make best use of the local resources for a sustainable lifestyle. With an abundance of woodland and south facing vistas, 
the potential for a solar PV based Passivhaus design with energy/heat storage solutions incorporated within an 
outstanding architecturally designed dwelling is high. The new house should be both sensitive to, and complementary 
with the landscape, taking into account the heritage of the site, local distinctiveness and topography to blend into the 
landscape to create a statement of design, beauty and architecture. Whilst this may sound clichéd it is a genuine 
aspiration and is something I have put a lot of time, effort and resource behind to ensure it is done properly.” Alongside 
this submission, we will shortly be submitting a pre-application enquiry based on the above. In terms of this submission 
we would request that the Green Belt allocation be reviewed as we feel that given the site was originally identified and 
sold as a building plot in the early 20th Century and fits within an organized plot structure then this could be regarded 
as an infil site. It would most likely have already have been built on if it had not been sold to one of the adjoining 
properties.[A number of other documents have also been submitted including feasibility proposals and a landscape 
assessment].  

Rep4400 Mr 
Geoffrey Davis 

My response is in connection with Chalfont St Peter The concerns I have is Chalfont St Peter, despite still being 
classified a village, has over recent years grown to a population that is bigger than many towns in the UK and has now, 
as I understand over 6,000 residential properties and in excess of 16,000 residents. In addition, recent approval for a 
further 400 homes on the Holy Cross site has added to the excessive strain on the infrastructure of Chalfont St Peter. 
Examples of this are evident when the 3 buildings were approved at what is now called Chiltern Park, Chiltern hill 
where no account was taken for how many car park spaces was required to satisfy their staff needs. Therefore the staff 
'spill over' into High Street between 9 - 5.30 creating a series of double parked cars, which has a potential for people to 
have an accident due to the lack of space to manoeuvre. It also restricts the residents on the High Street visibility to 
access their drives, which again is compounded by double parking. I suggest a council representative makes a visit 
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before an accident happens. In fact the infrastructure of Chalfont St Peter is not conducive to any of the proposed sites 
in the Local Plan. The Epilepsy Site is surrounded by very narrow lanes and has no public transport access meaning the 
site will be totally car dependent. The same issue is appropriate to the area north of Chalfont Heights. Mill Meadow is 
not only used for play fields and our Community Centre, it’s also the only green fields for the CSP Church of England 
Academy – where will the kids play? As for the proposed area between the Chalfont Heights up to the railway bridge on 
the A413, what will happen to the Cricket Club and I assume, the GX golf club. Social amenities for an area as large as 
Chalfont St Peter are fundamental to give the youth areas for relaxation and activity. In addition, the buildings already 
built near Chalfont Park House remain empty an unused – why is there a proposal to build more unwanted buildings? - 
The bus service to CSP is very limited – reliance on cars - There is neither an Underground or Overground train service – 
reliance on cars - Schools are at their peak of occupancy – where would further children go? - Sewerage – CSP 
continually floods particularly outside the George pub - Doctors – getting a doctor’s appointment now is at its limit - 
Hospitals – it’s true CSP has a Cottage Hospital and useful for limited functions such as X-ray’s but the nearest A&E is 
either Wexham or High Wycombe, which again means reliance on cars - accessing A413 is very difficult particularly in 
rush hour. Traffic backs up at certain times the length of Market Place. To avoid this, many drivers use the narrow lanes 
compounding the issues already identified with the poor road network around CSP There is more I could add but I was 
only made aware of this proposal a week ago and haven’t the time to investigate the complete picture. I understand 
representation is being made by the Parish Council and Sense4CSP and I would like to add my support to there 
concerns. 

Rep4401 
Robin 
Bretherick 

I write as a local resident (and Planning Consultant) to express my strong reservations and to comment on the initial 
(Reg 18) consultation on your proposed Local Plan. I concentrate below on one matter: the townscape importance and 
the architectural and historic significance of the older residential areas, and the need to maintain the long-standing 
policy of protecting their special character by way of (i) the ‘Established Residential Area of Special Character’ (ERASC) 
policy - saved policy H4, (ii) the 2011 proposal for Areas of Little Change (CS21), (iii) selective designation as 
Conservation Areas. In relation to your specific questions, I comment as follows: Q.1 I have not undertaken the 
required analysis to enable me to question or support your HMA and HEDNA conclusions, and am thus unable to 
comment. Q.2 - Q.3 In view of its limited status at this stage, I have no objection to the content of the HELAA in its 
present form. I unaware of site availability or deliverability (with one exception, on which I comment in separate 
representations). Q.4 My previous comments on the draft CDLP (Jan 2015) should be taken into account in this further 
consideration of the issues and options, and in working up the visions and objectives. At that time I pointed out that 
the adopted Core Strategy vision omits any reference to the protection of areas of special character and of heritage 
assets. I asked that the opportunity be taken to correct this, and the vision be augmented by adding words to the 
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effect: • A place where established areas of special character and heritage assets are protected for their architectural, 
historic and amenity value; I also drew attention to an inconsistency between CS para 5.1 which says ”There is no 
desire for wholesale change - rather one of conserving the character which exists” and the subsequent bullet points 
which do not reflect this. I pointed out that the CS objectives display the same inconsistency. CS para 6.1 refers to 
“conserving and where appropriate enhancing the natural and built environment and our other cultural assets and 
positively managing development pressures….” However the 8 identified objectives omit any ref to the built 
environment (urban character) other than in relation to town/village centres (obj 5). This omits residential areas. I 
asked that you take the opportunity to correct and update this, which would support the continuation of CDLP saved 
policy H4 and/or policy CS21. You appear to have made some allowance for this in your ref (under ‘Chiltern’) to 
“enhancement of local character”, and I ask this be expanded to reflect the above and my obs below. I also previously 
pointed out that, to reduce development pressures on established areas of character in the towns and villages, a 
further objective should be added to the effect that new housing requirements will be partly sourced by releasing some 
Green Belt land, following a review thereof. It now appears that this is your intention, which I therefore support subject 
to suitable selection of GB sites. This should provide more scope for maintaining the ERASC and Area of Little Change 
protection policies. These accord with NPPF (para 126) and should not be reviewed or diluted. Q.5 & Q.6 I suggest that 
the level of support for ‘making more efficient use of land within built up areas’ in the previous Chiltern consultation, 
reflected the generality of the wording. The support may have been much lower if this had been clearly expressed as, 
for example: ‘development and redevelopment to higher densities within our established residential areas’. It is 
unlikely that respondents fully appreciated the implications of this approach for the established character of the very 
place where many of them live and the difficulty they would have in resisting future higher-density (perhaps higher-
rise) piecemeal development. A realistic appreciation of this could provide more sympathy for other options such as 
Green Belt release. Chiltern’s adopted CS (para 13.12) considers the protection of the District’s historical heritage to be 
“of paramount importance”. It confirms that “the Council is committed to enhancing unique historic character” which, 
it makes clear, “is highly valued by residents”. In the absence of any identification of the ‘Areas of Little Change’, the 
present ERASCs should thus represent a starting point for considering policy objectives and other issues. I thus request 
that Option A be ruled out or re-worded to exclude ERASCs, RAECs and Conservation Areas. It is wholly inappropriate to 
seek increased densities and building heights in most existing built-up areas and it will prejudice the character of our 
towns and villages. Also, there will be few, if any, opportunities for relocating open spaces into the Green Belt without 
serious disruption of the uses and the amenity value of the land that will be lost. Use of some employment land for 
housing is however supported. Given all the above, Option B should be omitted. The ERASC (and RAEC) policies have 
generally worked well in securing the essential ‘heritage’ safeguards and in maintaining the character of our older 
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established resi areas. The Chiltern Townscape Character Appraisal is also of relevance. All other options should be 
explored first. I suggest the following priority: G, D, F, E, I, C, H*, J*, A (see above) & B (see above). (* = in so far as there 
is no conflict with character and Heritage objectives). The need to combine many of the Green Belt options (as option 
L) is I think inevitable. Option K re commercial and employment development is a separate matter, and is supported in 
general terms, subject to site-specific consideration. Q.7 It has long been acknowledged (through the former Structure 
and Regional plans) that opportunities for new housing and employment growth in Chiltern District - and to some 
extent also South Bucks - are very restricted. Most of the County’s new urban development was thus directed to Milton 
Keynes, Aylesbury and High Wycombe. In view of its fewer constraints and scope for further expansion it seems to me 
that Aylesbury, at least, should continue to be seen as a suitable location for our unmet needs, and that all possible 
should be done to secure AVDC’s co-operation in taking a high proportion of our development needs. Q.8 Scheme 
viability will be important. Q.9 Nothing to add. Q.10 I agree your proposal to require larger housing schemes to include 
an element of specialist elderly care accommodation, and to encourage provision in other suitable locations. Q.11 I 
have a strong view on the Heritage Strategy. Our older buildings define the character of our towns and villages, 
establish a sense of place, display our architectural vernacular and are a key part of our history, often providing the 
only obvious visual links with our past. Previous strategies have acknowledged that the District has a very special local 
distinctiveness and policies have identified the character of many areas as a starting point in putting together a strategy 
for planning in Chiltern. The findings and recommendations of the Chiltern Townscape Character Assessment (Feb 
2011) are relevant here, together with paras 13.11 - 13.15 of Chiltern’s CS, which I fully support. There is also a detailed 
analysis in the CDLP 1997 (pages 117 – 128). As time goes by, it becomes increasingly important to respect and protect 
our older ‘character’ areas. However, the established resi areas of special character could be left largely unprotected or 
their essential protection diluted if Strategy Options A and/or B are adopted. This would conflict with NPPF (para 126) 
which obliges LPAs to provide a positive strategy for conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment. The 
opportunity must now be taken to fully address this in the new local plan. Q.12 Additional conservation area 
designation is overdue in Chiltern. Indeed, the combined approach to planning in the two Districts highlights a clear 
anomaly here. In April 2009, South Bucks designated Gerrards Cross Centenary CA to reflect the special architectural 
and historic interest of that part of Gerrards Cross built following the opening of the railway line and station in 1906. 
Unfortunately the CA stops abruptly at the District boundary (apart from the previously designated North Park & 
Kingsway CA and The Firs estate in Chiltern). Many equally worthy buildings lie outside these CAs, and urgent steps 
should be taken to address the inconsistency. In my view the Chalfont St Peter ERASCs now merits CA designation, and 
a local list of buildings of townscape merit should also be prepared. Q.13 See Ch St Peter Neighbourhood Plan. Q.14 See 
my important response to Q.12 above, and the Ch St Peter Neighbourhood Plan. A number of buildings in the locality 
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are spectacular r examples of Arts & Crafts styles, and should now be included on a List of Buildings of Townscape 
Merit. I draw particular attention to the three houses just south-east of the Three Oaks (identified in the 
Neighbourhood Plan) and others in surrounding roads including Austenway, Packhorse Road and Oval Way. Q.15 The 
scope of the DMP should be augmented to reflect all the above. The Historic Environment Policies should specifically 
refer to the ERASCs, RAECs and Areas of Little Change. The need for new conservation areas should be identified. The 
last line under ‘Residential Uses’ (Housing Policies) should include a caveat: “where heritage, character and other policy 
constraints permit”. Q.16 Not at this stage. Q.17 Nothing to add to the above at this stage. I hope you can consider and 
take the above on board. 

Rep4402 Mrs 
Sandra Jones 
Director Pixie 
& Jack Ltd 

Question 17. The comment - "One of the key elements of the planning system is the opportunity it provides for 
communities to shape the places in which they live" rings rather hollowly. This is something we strive for, and should 
be entitled to, but so frequently are over-ridden by the faceless people who do not care in any way what our 
communities are like to live in. a. I do not think Little Chalfont can possibly be identified as a main settlement for 
growth. We have a main trunk road right through us - A404 - which carried trucks 7 days a week as well as the traffic 
going through to the M25. b. I know that we cannot accommodate significant new housing because we cannot deal 
with what we have had forced on us in the last 12 months. Many, many of us now go elsewhere to get our local papers 
or bread etc as we just cannot park outside the shops any more due to intense pressure of traffic. Much quicker to go 
down the road to M&S or the shop in Elizabeth Avenue. And this is before the Burtons Way development is finished 
putting more and more cars on the road and utilising the local shops. Further flats are due to be built on the parade of 
shops in the near future - which will render a difficult situation even more so. Where is the infrastructure for all this? 
The train services serve Gerrards Cross and Beaconsfield too as the train services are cheaper here and are subsidised 
by TFL and children go free - so we take all their traffic. The local surgery is already under strain and it stands alone in 
serving the community. c. When one reads the list of reasons for the Green Belt existance, the CDC have a duty to 
protect Little Chalfont from the potential violation of the five main purposes. We will seemingly be a huge sprawl from 
Amersham through Little Chalfont to Chorleywood. One huge mass of properties, scything their way through AONB. All 
the acts of parliament from 1954 Green Belt Act through to the Countryside and Rights of Way Act of 2000 were 
devised for a reason. That reason has not changed. We already have the HS2 problem due to create havoc in this area 
of natural beauty without further desecration of the land by building. This response is almost eleventh hour due to the 
fact that I have been away and was very anxious that I do get a chance to have my say in what is a very important 
situation. 

  

Rep4403 Mrs 
Joanna Barclay 

I would first of all like to be assured that the Planning Policy Team will listen carefully to local residents views on this 
issue. We are invited to give our views. I hope this is not a token consultation and our views really count towards any 
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final decision. Development on this particular Green Belt land, which includes AONB should be resisted on several 
grounds: - The area is enjoyed for its beauty, its wildlife, its walks and its bridle paths not just by the residents but by 
many, many visitors who benefit from all it has to offer. Once lost, the open fields and woodland can never be 
reclaimed. - There is already tremendous pressure on local schools, on our hospitals and on the roads. We all know 
how appalling the roads are already. I am also reliably informed that we have the second least well funded GP service 
in the country. To increase the population on this scale is likely to impose impossible strains on all these services. - 
There is already pressure on parking. At the stations, it will be even more of a battle for places as more commuters 
arrive in the area. Using local shops will become more difficult, as parking is already a problem. - When travelling in 
many places abroad, I have felt grateful that we have good planning laws in this country and have, on the whole, 
avoided that ribbon development that one often sees with towns stretching endlessly into lovely countryside. While 
not wishing to be NIMBY on this, the Chess Valley is a gem and it would be shameful to wreck it for future generations 
when there are other, more appropriate sites for industrial and housing development. 

Rep4405 Mr 
Rob 
Underwood 

The proposal for build extension to the Nashleigh Hill / Lycrome Road area of Chesham would have a severe 
detrimental affect on the residents of this area. It would remove the only available field play area from this part of 
town (the next nearest being Captain's Wood), and green belt land that is an asset for leisure activity. The road 
infrastructure in the area would need to change significantly as it is unsuitable for the kind of developments proposed 
by this plan. The additional traffic generated would effectively change the life of local residents for the worse, as the 
area by the petrol station is already a bottleneck during peak times. In general, the facilities in our town would struggle 
to cope with such an increase as suggested here, and there are already a number of vacant industrial buildings which 
have been that way for a long time. The site is not close enough to the Tube station to meet the objective stated in the 
proposal, which would further increase road traffic and parking issues in town. 

  

Rep4406 
Rachel Lamb 

Regarding the plan to test areas of Little Chalfont for residential development, as much as it is known that there is a 
need for more housing, the proposed areas for consideration are in the "Green Belt" and within an area of outstanding 
beauty (AONB) particularly, the site west of Stony Lane to the east of the village, which is used by many local people. 
We are already facing issues with the High Speed Railway running through other local AONB and to have yet more of 
our countryside released for such purposes undermines the reason why the Green Belt was created. We have had 
several new homes built already within the community, which although now established, have put pressure on school 
places, parking and there has been a definite increase in the amount of traffic going through the village over the last 
few years. Building more houses, will only increase this pressure. Has the Council thought about the impact on the 
community, the increase needed in the infrastructure to accommodate such an increase in housing? The additional 
school places needed, the increase in traffic? The quality of the roads around the village are already suffering - there 
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are a number of potholes - will the council have enough money to support these additional issues? 

Rep4407 
Duncan Kerr 

I am responding to the invitation to comment on the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. I have lived in Little Chalfont 
for over 40 years, am aware of the way it has developed and the considerable challenges the community already faces, 
especially in respect of the severe pressures on various aspects of its infrastructure. I would draw attention in particular 
to the following matters which the Core Strategy Document fails to address satisfactorily:- 1. There has been significant 
housing development in recent years which has not been, or cannot be, matched by necessary infrastructure 
development, especially roads. In addition the significant proposed development at Newlands Park will increase 
considerably the amount of traffic coming into, or through, the village. Furthermore, several of the roads surrounding 
the village are small, inadequate country lanes totally unsuited to the increased demands the proposed development 
envisaged in the Local Plan. 2. In view of the development that has taken place in recent years, the fact that the village 
is surrounded by the Green Belt and is located in an area designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, the 
Council should ensure that the village is no longer categorised as a 'Main Settlement for Growth'. 3. In view of the 
above, and other major weaknesses in aspects of infrastructure relating to traffic, parking, transport, utilities, 
education and health provision, some of which cannot be overcome, I do not believe that Little Chalfont can 
accommodate even a small part of the development envisaged in the Plan. Future development, which will in any case 
require careful management, should only be within the current village boundaries. Therefore, I urge that the proposed 
Plan be withdrawn and replaced by a much more realistic set of proposals which take full account of the objections 
(and suggestions) that have been made - and that a further round of consultations is undertaken aimed at identifying a 
way forward which will command majority support. 

  

Rep4408 Mr 
Gerald Bailey 

I fully support the whole submission made by The Little Kingshill Village Society 
  

Rep4409 Mr 
Eric Mitchell 
Rep4410 Mrs 
Margaret 
Mitchell 

Q2 I have serious concerns at the inclusion of the release of Green Belt Land as a solution to some of the problems:- - 
The Green Belt was created for good reasons and should not be treated as a building bank, to be released at will. - The 
erosion of the individual identity of the Chiltern village units is inevitable if they are allowed to merge, especially 
insidiously in a ‘softly, softly’ approach. No individual move appears to be a problem, then you suddenly realise it is all 
too late. - This is an Area of Outstanding National Beauty and such a rare asset should not be destroyed, it can never be 
replaced. SPECIFIC POINTS:- - Little Chalfont has seen substantially more development in recent years, in percentage 
terms, than any other village nearby. It should be removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the 
Council’s Core Strategy. - The infrastructure of the locality has already been stretched by the developments in recent 
years e.g. local schools, village parking, station car parking, pressure on the railway (obviously affected to date by the 
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development in Aylesbury), Doctor, Dentist and Hospital availability etc . - The commercial development areas 
indicated would draw even more heavy traffic from junction 18 into a serious road ‘bottleneck’ by ‘Dog Kennel Lane 
and past a major school, St Clement Dane’s. - Commercial sites are invariably developed without sufficient onsite 
parking for both the workers and business visitors. The overflow then spills onto surrounding roads, there is ample 
evidence of this in the village already. This would be the A404 should the area to the east of the village be commercially 
developed. Q5 Option A - agreed, with the proviso that parking needs are realistically allowed for with any changes. 
Option B - agreed Option C - see 'SPECIFIC POINTS' above. The erosion of the individual identity of the Chiltern village 
units is inevitable if they are allowed to merge, especially insidiously in a ‘softly, softly’ approach. No individual move 
appears to be a problem, then you suddenly realise it is all too late. These 'principal settlements' will soon lose any 
pretension to being 'country towns/villages'. Option D - agreed. The cohesive development of communities, balancing 
homes, work, education, retail and social facilities should be easier in such circumstances. Option E - agreed, although 
the retention of the regional and local architectural character should be VERY carefully monitored. There has been 
limited recognition of the 'Chiltern' style in too much development allowed in recent years Option F - Agreed, but see E 
above re. 'character'. Option G - Agreed Option H - Agreed Option I - No, - The erosion of the individual identity of the 
Chiltern village units is inevitable if they are allowed to merge, especially insidiously in a ‘softly, softly’ approach. No 
individual move appears to be a problem, then you suddenly realise it is all too late. see Option J - See 'SPECIFIC POINTS 
above. Please note, parking at Little Chalfont Station is already under extreme pressure. Option K - See 'SPECIFIC 
POINTS' above. All industrial development needs to be seriously assessed so that potential employees can afford to live 
in the locality. In the 1980's, even Amersham International had problems with the ability of their highly-skilled scientific 
staff to buy local property because of the 'relatively' low pay rates in the Science Industry. The continued increase in 
property prices is very much at the Government's door and yet local Councils are being forced into service to resolve 
the issue (?) Q17 - Are developers being challenged on their retention of land banks? They should not be allowed to sit 
for years on these vital assets for years, holding out for the last ‘red cent’ of profit. - Housing Associations have a vested 
interest in developing housing, NOT sitting on landbanks.  Transfer land not developed privately within 10 years of 
purchase by a private developer to a Housing Association.  There are plenty of examples within the area of long term 
retention of land assets. - Are the owners of empty properties being challenged in any way -There are thought to be 
about 700,000 “long-term empty” homes in the UK, calculated from local authority council tax data. ■ 22,000 of these 
are in London, down from 44,000 in 2004. ■ About 2% of homes in Kensington and Chelsea fall into this category, the 
11th highest in the country. The top 10 are all in the north of England. ■ Foreign buyers accounted for 20% of all sales 
in Kensington and Chelsea in the four years to 2014, according to the Department for Business. For new properties, 
however, the figure is about 75%. This compares with Savills’s figure of 7% for foreign buyers across Greater London. ■ 
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Savills estimates that two thirds of foreign buyers are investors. ■ In total, there are more than two million foreign 
owners of property in Britain. ■ In Camden, north London, a surcharge of 50% on council tax on homes left empty for 
more than two years has led to a 40% reduction in the number of empty homes.  Don't tackle this - just attack the 
Green Belt  - Areas throughout the UK have been decimated by the 'second-home' syndrome.  Villages bereft of any 
heart and sole because much of the poulation is transient, with no real interest in the loaclity or it's people.  This had a 
serious effect from the 1960's onwards.  Nothing is done - just attack the Green Belt It appears that the Government 
are being led by the will of the developers rather than the needs of the people.  Where has industry been lost in the 
past 40 years?  Where are massive numbers of the population in need of work?  Has every brown field site in 
Birmingham, Manchester, Liverpool, Sheffield, Newcastle etc. been earmarked for urgent development, with an 
associated industrial investment plan? We hear much talk of the 'Northern Powerhouse', little evidence to date of 
major infrastructure investment and cohesive industry planning necessary to make this move forward at any real pace.  
40 years ago my sister-in-law, a Systems Analyst, and her Senior Lecturer husband moved to Birmingham because they 
cold not afford a suitable property in the South-East. They established their future with cheaper housing and the same 
jobs as in London.  Put the jobs in the right place and the people follow.  Somebody please realise that 'Northern' does 
not mean Watford. 

Rep4413 Mr & 
Mrs Jane and 
Richard 
Robertson 

I have lived in the village of CSP for 10 years now and have enjoyed living here, the village has a great community feel 
and my family use and utilise most of the playing fields in the area and playgrounds. we feel very much part of the 
community and embrace everything that the village has to offer, however, I really cant see how this village can sustain 
any large development as it simply doesn't have the infrastructure to support a large influx of new homes. my children 
attend csp infant school and the the csp academy, both of which seem full. the doctors are always busy and I regularly 
have to spend an hour or more just trying to get through to the GPs secretary on the phone. Both of my children enjoy 
being part of the scouting society and it is lovely that the scout hut is in the heart of the village, a short walk for most 
people. the playground by the community centre is also a well visited haunt, and to get rid of this and mill meadow 
would completely change village life for us. I do not want to get in a car to go to a playground. also, I do not want to see 
the cricket ground gone, cricket is part of village life and it is set in a beautiful countryside. we moved out of London to 
Chalfont st peter for the green space it provided along with all the amenities it offers. we do not want to feel that we 
are living in an over developed town where one place is indistinguishable from the next town/village -that is not what 
the chalfonts are known for, they each have their own character andf id like them to stay that way. living on lower road 
we have already been impacted with car parking by the office buildings on Chiltern hill. this year alone, I have called the 
police about parking issues outside my house and having limited access to my property because of inconsiderate 
people parking over my entrance. 5 years ago we had to invest in a new driveway to prevent our house being flooded 
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by raw sewage as has previously happened. everytime it rains, lower road cannot cope with the amount of water 
flowing down school lane and hillrise, building more properties in the village will only exacerbate this issue we have 
with overflowing drain. 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, 
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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 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 
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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. 

Rep4414 Miss 
Anya Manu 
Rep4415 Mr 
Chetan Patel 
Rep4416 Mr 
Nayan Manu 

I am writing to you to object to the proposed local 2 -phased plan to changed current Green belt land to brown belt and 
further destroy the fabric of this small village. We moved here, from London seven years ago, when our children were 
just 6 months and two years of age to give them a better life. In terms of outside space, fields, a beautiful park with 
surrounding playing fields, a small local school (Little Chalfont Primary school) and small parade of shops with local 
amenities. We have all this for the local community, as we are a small village. We are completely aghast that the local 
council is even considering downgrading this land to allow development in this small village. I wish to log my complaint 
against this developments and destruction of beautiful greenbelt land that surrounds our village on the following 
grounds…. Housing in this area should not come at the cost of the Greenbelt land. The Greenbelt land was created to 
preserve land and retain greenery for communities locally. Many houses in the area that surround the school are now 
in excess of £500,000 and I can’t see how building in this area will be affordable to the London commuter belt and spill 
over from London key workers. Much of the land around Little Chalfont, especially the proposed Stony land A404 East 
is in the Area of Outstanding National Beauty (AONB) and we should not destroy this incredibly important asset for the 
sake of making money for developers. ‘Little Chalfont’, will need to change its name to ‘Big Chalfont’, if we take on any 
more housing estates. We already have had our share of estates, notably the Bell Lane one (some 253 homes built) and 
by Chenies Parade ( the Donkey field- some 45 new homes). It is high time we remove’ Little Chalfont’, from the 
shortlist of main settlements for growth in the Council’s core strategy. We appreciate that London needs more homes 
but why do we have to carry this burden? Our infrastructure cannot support any more housing estates, already we 
have a huge pressure with school places, parking, doctors surgery appointment times, presently, it can take 2 weeks to 
make an appointment with your local GP! We are close to breaking point already. The traffic is also getting worse and 
further housing will further worsen this problem. We have learned very recently that the site of the field behind 
Westwood park will be sold as a job lot in phase 1. This cannot happen as the local community use this park every 
weekend for local children’s football teams. This park and field is the lifeblood of the children in our community, 
without our children won’t have the facilities to play sports all year round. 

  

Rep4417 
Howard Dell 

Whilst recognising the need for new housing in all areas, the outline proposals for areas of development around Little 
Chalfont can only be described as unimaginative and savage. To take so much prime Green Belt agricultural land (not 
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scruffy, unkempt land) is quite unacceptable. That a significant part of it is also in an AONB is doubly so. To take AONB 
land simply because it's an easy target in no justification for doing so. Little Chalfont is a compact community and 
earmarking so much land for development is out of proportion, and quite simply, unfair. Development planning should 
take into account recent completed building projects, not assume its starting from a quiescent baseline. Further, the 
local infrastructure cannot support development on the proposed scale, whether schools, shops, medical services or 
traffic management. With the village carrying the A404 through its centre, the increase in traffic will be intolerable. 

Rep4418 Mrs 
Chui Man 
Haines 

Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the 
Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to 
address? I do not agree with allowing more planning applications around the Green belt as I believe it will take away 
the very essence of what the green belt should be. It will allow further sprawl of large built-up areas and prevent the 
countryside from encroachement. I am specifically against the proposed development of the green belt land between 
Quill Hall Lane and the branch of the Metropolitan Line between Chesham and Chalfont & Latimer. 

  

Rep4419 Dr 
Lucy Murfett 
Planning 
Officer 
Chilterns 
Conservation 
Board 

1. The Board is grateful for the opportunity to comment on the emerging Local Plan and would welcome ongoing 
engagement with the Board on these important matters, given the scale and significance of the joint Local Plan 
proposals and the extreme care that will be needed to ensure that proposals conserve and enhance the Chilterns Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Question 1: Do you have any comments on the definition of housing and 
functional economic market areas being used, on the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA or on the needs assessment work 
planned during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan process? 2. Perhaps the greatest challenge of this joint plan will 
be to ensure that development is planned in a way which protects the natural environment, and most crucially, the 
Chilterns AONB. This means avoiding direct harm (avoiding sites in the AONB and taking extreme care in its setting) and 
indirect harm (e.g. ensuring that development does not cause harm by generating traffic though the AONB, that water 
abstraction does not harm Chilterns chalk streams, and that tranquillity and dark skies of the Chilterns are maintained). 
The harm should be assessed both individually (each site or policy proposal) and cumulatively (sites and proposals 
together), through Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal/ SEA. 3. The Bucks HEDNA is 
creating pressure for housing, economic and infrastructure development that could harm the special qualities of the 
Chilterns AONB. The AONB is a unique and special place, it character and habitats are sensitive to change and once 
gone cannot be replaced. The Chilterns AONB was designated in 1965 for the natural beauty of its landscape and its 
natural and cultural heritage. In particular, it was designated to protect its special qualities which include the steep 
chalk escarpment with areas of flower-rich downland, woodlands, commons, tranquil valleys, the network of ancient 
routes, villages with their brick and flint houses, chalk streams and a rich historic environment of hillforts and chalk 
figures. 4. The Draft Bucks HEDNA (January 2016) represents a raw 'policy-off' Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for 
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housing figure. It must not be used for assessing 5 year housing land supply or taken into the local plan unmodified as 
the housing requirement (NPPF para 14, 47; NPPG para 44 and 45 and the Ministerial Statement Dec 20141). The next 
stage is to develop a 'policy-on' housing requirement through the local plan preparation process, taking into account 
land supply and constraints to delivery. One constraint is clearly the presence of land in the Chilterns AONB, nationally 
designated as one of Britain's finest landscapes. 
1https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/390029/141219_Simon_Ridley_-
_FINAL_SIGNED.pdf The Board is happy to assist in working jointly with the Councils to test and demonstrate the extent 
to which the AONB is a constraint to delivery of the OAN. It is notable that Brighton and Hove local plan was recently 
found sound by an Inspector2 while planning for only 44% of the OAN because of the constraints (the sea to the south 
and the South Downs National Park to the north). 5. Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic 
beauty in AONBs, which have the same status in planning as National Parks (NPPF para 115). Planning permission 
should be refused for major development in AONBs (NPPF para 116), so it would inappropriate to plan for any major 
development in the large areas of Chiltern District and smaller area of South Bucks District that are covered by the 
Chilterns AONB. Development in the setting of the AONB can also cause harm to the AONB and careful assessment of 
any urban expansion near the Chilterns AONB will need to be exercised. The Chilterns Conservation Board has 
developed a special policy statement on Development Affecting the Setting of the Chilterns AONB, available here 
http://www.chilternsaonb.org/conservation-board/planning-development/position-statements.html. 6. The re-
drawing of the housing market area to incorporate South Bucks for plan making and organisational expediency must 
not increase pressure to accommodate housing in Chilterns AONB. 7. The Board would also like to make some more 
detailed comments on the Bucks draft HEDNA. Although the product of series of complex calculations, the final Bucks 
OAN figure is surprisingly round (at 50,000 homes), which suggests adjustment and rounding rather than accuracy. 8. 
The draft HEDNA methodology appears to adjust and uplift the housing need at every step. Some illogical and 
inappropriate adjustments are made, for example, the uplift based on affordability ratios is done at the district level 
(+10% for northern parts of Bucks and +20% for southern parts of Bucks) before taking into account the probability that 
the homes will not be delivered in the more expensive areas in South Bucks because of the AONB and Green Belt 
constraints. If these are transferred to cheaper areas in north Buckinghamshire then less uplift is needed (10% not 
20%), so the total number and the number that needs transferring can be smaller. 9. The changes proposed by 
Government to the definition of affordable housing, along with the introduction of the Starter Homes Initiative and the 
changes to welfare policy (housing benefit), will make the HEDNA figures out-of-date and requiring review. The HEDNA 
uses the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)’s current definition of affordable housing which includes social 
rented, affordable rented and intermediate housing, "provided to eligible households whose needs are not met by the 
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market". The proposed changes to the NPPF3 consulted on Dec-Jan 2016 alter the housing landscape to include a range 
of affordable products for rent and for ownership (such as low cost market housing, intermediate rent, discount market 
sales and innovative rent to buy housing) and for some of them remove ‘in perpetuity’ restrictions. The NPPF 
consultation document flags up that this is a major change "We recognise in particular that a change in the definition of 
affordable housing in national policy will require local authorities to consider their 2Inspector’s Report February 2016 
https://www.brighton-hove.gov.uk/sites/brighton-
hove.gov.uk/files/Brighton%20%2B%20Hove%20City%20Plan%20Report%20final.pdf 
3https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/482889/ConsultationNPPF_fin.pdf 
local plan policies in the context of relevant evidence… They may need to develop new policy as a result, and carry out 
a partial review of the local plan." 10. The draft HEDNA's conclusions on employment growth raise some questions. It is 
inconsistent for the economic forecasts to use preferred scenarios based on aspirational forecasts rather than historic 
trends like the housing figures. These would be much lower and then not generate the uplift to match housing to jobs. 
The OAN should be a ‘policy-off’ figure. By including aspirational employment figures rather than figures based on past 
employment trends, and using these to uplift the housing OAN, the draft HEDNA fails to be ‘policy-off’. If local 
authorities want to plan for more employment in the local plans (to meet demand and aspiration rather than need), it 
should be made clear that this is a choice. This should be done through the ‘policy-on’ Local Plan process, after the 
HEDNA. 11. The economic floorspace figures use employment densities from 2004 and 2010 and do not reflect the 
trend towards hot-desking, more ‘agile working’, working from home, Cloud computing and greater efficiencies in the 
use of office space. The recent Homes and Communities Agency Employment Density Guide 3rd Edition published in 
November 20154 finds that there have been significant changes within the property industry and economy in general 
that have had a direct influence on how commercial property is planned and utilised since the 2010 guidance was 
produced. Namely:    
sector and sub-sector activity 12. The employment densities in the HEDNA should be reviewed in the light of this, 
taking into account the mix of sub-sectors in the Buckinghamshire local economy. 13. Economic growth in the Chilterns 
AONB should be linked to tourism, visitors, local food, recreation, local community needs and land-based industries or 
farming and forestry, rather than allocating land for business parks in the AONB. The Chilterns AONB Management Plan 
2014-2019 A Framework for Action5 sets out in section 3 (pages 90-95) aims and policies for social and economic well-
being in the Chilterns AONB, which receives over 55 million leisure visits a year with an estimated value of over £460m. 
The high quality environment and natural beauty of the Chilterns should be recognised for the economic benefit it 
brings, with potential to expand sectors such as local food, wood fuel, sustainable tourism, rural skills, film and TV 
locations, and diversification of the rural economy in ways which are sympathetic to the AONB, involve land 
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management practices which maintain its special qualities, raise its profile as a destination, and are connected to the 
local distinctiveness and charm of its landscapes, market towns and riversides. The newly launched Chiltern LEADER 
project 2015-2020 provides support for rural economic development and CCB is involved in initiatives to support and 
expand tourism and the local products sector (see http://www.leader-programme.org.uk/areas/chilterns.html).  
Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely 
to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional 
4https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/484133/employment_density_guid
e_3rd_edition.pdf 5 http://www.chilternsaonb.org/conservation-board/management-plan.html sites should be added? 
14. All strategic-sized greenfield land in the AONB should be removed from further consideration. The NPPF is clear 
that plans should allocate land of the least environmental value (NPPF para 110), that great weight should be given to 
conserving landscape and scenic beauty in AONBs (NPPF para 115), and that planning permission should be refused for 
major development in AONBs (NPPF para 116). It would therefore be inappropriate to plan for any major development 
in the Chilterns AONB. 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. 15. Greater emphasis should be given to landscape. Given the extent of land coverage of nationally 
designated AONB, a different approach should be taken which gives priority to looking after the special qualities of the 
AONB. See for example the South Downs National Park Local Plan6, which takes a fresh approach: "The Local Plan will 
help shape the future of the South Downs National Park by: 
our communities and local economy; wns; 
own sake and for the things it gives us – like clean water, food and space to breathe; and 
planning policies across the National Park to ensure all planning decisions reflect its special qualities." 16. For the 
Chilterns AONB, the approach could be rooted in delivering the statutory Chilterns AONB Management Plan 2014-2019: 
A Framework for Action7. As a minimum the Board considers that the Local Plan should include a vision that means the 
Council will have ‘conserved and enhanced the natural beauty and character of the Chilterns AONB’. This would ensure 
that the Local Plan complied with the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 and the Countryside and 
Rights of Way Act 2000 (the CRoW Act) and would demonstrate that the Council is seeking to comply with its duties in 
relation to the purpose of the Chilterns AONB (Section 85 of the CRoW Act 20008). 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? 17. The Board is deeply concerned about the 
housing numbers being proposed, and that a significant area of greenfield land is under pressure for development in 
and in the setting of the Chilterns AONB. Neither the individual nor cumulative impacts on the Chilterns AONB appear 

http://www.leader-programme.org.uk/areas/chilterns.html
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to have been assessed yet. The focus on a Green Belt study, which includes land that is both AONB and Green Belt, has 
failed to assess properly the landscape impacts. Greater protection should be accorded to AONB, 6 
https://www.southdowns.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/national-park-local-plan/local-plan-preferred-options-
public-consultation/ 7 http://www.chilternsaonb.org/conservation-board/management-plan.html 8 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2000/37/section/85 which is designated at a national level for its intrinsic value 
and unlike Green Belt cannot be reviewed through the local plan process. 18. The Board is of the view that sites outside 
the AONB should be preferred to sites within the AONB. Sites in the Green Belt but not the AONB are not designated 
for their intrinsic quality or national significance so should be accorded lower protection than sites in the AONB. 19. 
None of the options A-L mention the AONB or make a distinction between AONB and non-AONB villages. The Councils 
need to be to demonstrate how they have had regard to the purposes of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty 
of the AONB (Section 85 of the CRoW Act 2000), so for instance need to show that AONB is treated differently. 20. The 
NPPF is clear that LPAs should allocate land of the least environmental or amenity value (para 110), which will mean 
avoiding land in the AONB or its setting. The Board considers that the Councils should seek to identify proposals for 
development that are located outside, and do not affect the setting or appreciation of, the Chilterns AONB. 21. The 
Board has supported and will continue to support rural exceptions schemes to meet identified local housing needs. 
Indeed appropriate small scale development can serve foster the economic and social well-being of local communities. 
Small-scale incremental growth of existing villages and towns is more likely to be able to be successfully accommodated 
in the AONB than large urban expansions bolted-on to settlements, and represent a gradual evolution of place. If such 
proposals do emerge, the Board considers that these should invariably be small in scale and to meet identified needs. 
These would not be allocations, nor built area extensions to settlements (Option C), nor extensions to larger villages 
(Option I), but would be small individual additions though conversions or new build of a quality that meets the Chiltern 
Building Design Guide and does not which damage the character or special qualities of the AONB. A windfall allowance 
for small scale housing net additions in the AONB could be incorporated based on past trends. 22. The Board’s view is 
that NPPF para 116 assessment criteria for major development should be applied to all sites under consideration for 
major development within the AONB. The Board would be likely to consider schemes of 10 or more dwellings to 
constitute major development (although there is no agreed definition and it will depend on the circumstances of a site, 
the impacts, the settlement size etc). The NPPF para 116 test for major development in nationally protected landscapes 
is unlikely to be met because there is no national justification for the housing development and there are alternatives 
in the Bucks Housing Market Area outside the AONB. 23. The landscape impact of any allocations within or affecting 
the setting of the AONB should form part of any assessment of potential sites. The environmental capacity of each site 
should be fully assessed. Landscape considerations should be addressed through Landscape and Visual Impact 
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Assessment as part of the plan making process, looking at likely significant landscape and visual effects of a site (see the 
Landscape Institute’s Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 3rd Ed). The cumulative effect where 
there is a group of sites in close proximity needs to be addressed through the plan making process. The size of the sites 
under consideration in the Chiltern and South Bucks emerging plan is too large; strategic-scale development is not 
likely to be acceptable in the AONB unless there are particularly unusual circumstances eg a run-down previously 
developed site where development has the potential to actively enhance the AONB if developed carefully. Question 6: 
Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these 
options? 24. Strategic sized greenfield land in the AONB should be removed from consideration. Question 7: Do you 
have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? 25. Other districts in the 
Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area are covered to a lesser degree by the Chilterns AONB, so it is likely to be 
necessary for neighbouring districts to accommodate some housing under the Duty to Cooperate in order to conserve 
and enhance the AONB. Paragraph 116 of the NPPF explains that major development should be refused in the AONB, 
except where exceptional circumstances one of the tests for which is the scope to locate outside the AONB. In this case 
there is land available which is not in the AONB. Please see also our response to question 1. Question 8: Do you have 
any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? 26. In the AONB villages, 
it may be suitable for neighbourhood plans to identify opportunities and mechanism for delivering affordable housing. 
Rural Exceptions Sites and Community Land Trusts may have a useful role to play. Question 9: Do you have any 
comments on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? 27. It is unlikely 
that additional traveller pitches could be provided in the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, nationally 
designated as one of Britain's finest landscapes, without harm to the designation objectives and its special qualities. It 
should be stressed that any development that takes place in the AONB should bring about conservation or 
enhancement of the natural beauty of the AONB. Traveller sites tend to have limited architectural merit and do not 
comply with the principles of the Chilterns Building Design Guide. The focus should be on meeting needs of those who 
qualify under the new 2015 definition of travellers (likely to be a smaller number than those previously included), and 
doing so in a way that is compatible with the statutory requirement for public bodies to have regard to this nationally 
designated landscape. Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local 
heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community? 28. The Chilterns 
Conservation Board is working on a project called Beacons of the Past - an exciting project to conserve and celebrate 
hillforts and other prehistoric features in the Chilterns countryside, and to inspire better understanding of their natural 
and cultural heritage. The Chilterns AONB has one of the densest concentrations of hillforts in the country. At least 19 
of these ancient structures are still to be found in the Chilterns. Some are on prominent hilltops, others are hidden 
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deep in the woods. All are a fascinating reminder of the huge wealth of history in this area. - See more at: 
http://www.chilternsaonb.org/about-chilterns/historic- environment/hillforts.html#sthash.AYfTDVij.dpuf 29. As well as 
a Heritage Strategy, there should be other studies and strategies addressing issues such as sustainable water use and 
landscape character drawing on the Chilterns AONB Management Plan 2014-2019: A Framework for Action. Question 
12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is the 
heritage asset important locally? 30. The Chilterns Society heritage group may be a useful source of information on 
this. 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. 31. The Board would be concerned if a new layer of 
local designations were introduced protecting land from future development within and around existing settlements, if 
that meant that lower emphasis was given to protecting nationally designated AONB land and its special qualities. 
Question 14: Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? 32. For the Chilterns AONB, local measures to 
implement the Chilterns AONB Management Plan 2014-2019: A Framework for Action9, and Chilterns Building Design 
Guide10. Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7? 33. The Board supports the 
inclusion of a policy on the Chilterns AONB. The Board is working jointly with Bucks planning policy officers to develop 
an AONB model policy which could be incorporated in all the Local Plans to provide consistency and a strong 
framework for decision making to conserve and enhance the AONB in line with the statutory duty (Section 85 of the 
CRoW Act 200011) and provide a positive cross boundary cooperative approach. 34. The policy on biodiversity should 
incorporate best practice on biodiversity net gain and biodiversity offsetting. 35. The Board supports the inclusion of 
reference to the Chilterns Building Design Guide in the Design policy. Question 16: Do you have any comments on the 
Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? 36. Off-site green infrastructure and 
AONB net gain should be captured to the infrastructure requirements for developers. For example, investment in 
footpath and cycle links, facilities and links to encourage walkers and cyclists to visit the Chilterns, enhancements to 
interpretation and visitor facilities, measures to absorb the increased pressure on the AONB, and contributions towards 
sustainable land management, local community outdoor gym or volunteering projects, and 9 
http://www.chilternsaonb.org/conservation-board/management-plan.html 10 
http://www.chilternsaonb.org/conservation-board/planning-development/buildings-design-guidance.html 11 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2000/37/section/85 environmental education etc. 37. The pressure on water 
resources needs further consideration and should be treated as a constraint to the quantity of development that can 
be accommodated. The Plan has not adequately taken into account the degree of pressure that there already is on 
water resources in the area. Both the Misbourne and Chess suffer have suffered from chronic low flows and frequent 
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drying for decades largely as a result of overabstraction for public water supply. Affinity Water already import a 
significant volume of water into the Misbourne and Chess catchments and are limited with regard to what additional 
water they can import. Therefore, any new development in this area will increase abstraction, threatening to further 
reduce flows and increase the frequency of drying of the Chess and Misbourne. 38. The Chess and Misbourne are both 
chalk streams, a globally rare habitat and a key landscape feature of the Chilterns AONB (one of the special qualities for 
which it was designated). They are also valued highly by communities thorough which they flow and contribute greatly 
to the local environment and economy. The Plan should seek to ensure that future development does not have a 
detrimental impact on these important rivers. 39. The plan does not adequately take into consideration the likely 
impacts of climate change, specifically regarding the increase in flooding events and also the impact on available water 
resources in future. These factors will limit the both the level of development and also where it can occur. 40. The 
current wastewater infrastructure in the Misbourne & Chess Valley are currently inadequate for the level of planned 
development. Both the Misbourne and Chess have suffered from sewage pollution recently (2014), as a consequence of 
combined sewage overflows and sewer surcharging. The planned level of development will increase further the 
pressure on this infrastructure leading which is likely to have a detrimental impact on the rivers Chess and Misbourne. 
41. The maps identify areas for potential development which lie within the floodplain of the River Misbourne. 
Specifically two areas adjacent to the river at Old Amersham and one area adjacent to Chalfont St. Giles. These areas 
have an history of flooding (the site at Chalfont St. Giles suffered significant flooding in 2014) and are likely to flood 
more frequently and to a greater extent in future as a result of climate change. Question 17: Do you have any other 
points you would like the councils to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there 
any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? 42. Water availability, impact 
on chalk streams, climate change, flooding – please see our response to Q16 above. 43. The plan should give far greater 
emphasis and coverage to the AONB. See our response to Q1 and the example of the approach taken in the South 
Downs National Park Local Plan. 44. In the next stage of work to assess what the housing requirement in the local plan 
should be, the HEDNA figures should be adjusted downwards to reflect constraints like the nationally designated 
Chilterns AONB landscape. The Council is subject to a duty under Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 
2000: "General duty of public bodies In exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in 
an area of outstanding natural beauty, a relevant authority shall have regard to the purpose of conserving and 
enhancing the natural beauty of the area of outstanding natural beauty." Source 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2000/37/section/85 45. This will clearly constrain the ability to accommodate 
further development (e.g. housing and employment growth) in the AONB and to a lesser extent in the setting of the 
AONB. It will require a spatial distribution which avoids AONB land and care in the AONB setting. 46. The Board 
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considers that the Councils should seek to identify proposals for development that are located outside, and do not 
affect the setting or appreciation of, the Chilterns AONB. If development proposals do come forward within, or 
affecting the setting of the AONB, the Board considers that these should in themselves meet the purpose of the AONB 
as stated above. If such proposals do emerge, the Board also considers that these should invariably be small in scale 
and to meet identified needs. There is a requirement to also comply with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(paragraphs 115 and 116 in particular). 47. The following documents should be used as evidence base documents for 
developing the plan and associated sustainability appraisal/ SEA: -2019 ‘A 
Framework for Action’ Buildings Design Guide 
Notes dealing with Flint, Brick and Roofing Materials, 
in the Chilterns Statement on Development Affecting the Setting of the 
Chilterns AONB  
Chilterns Landscape (Chilterns Historic Landscape Characterisation Project Summary) hilterns Historic Landscape 
Characterisation Project report All of these documents are available as free downloads from the Chilterns AONB 
website http://www.chilternsaonb.org/conservation-board/board-publications.html or 
http://www.chilternsaonb.org/conservation-board/planning-development.html 48. The Board is grateful for the 
opportunity to make these written comments and wishes the District Councils well in their deliberations on these 
matters. If we can be of further assistance please contact us.  

Rep4420 Mrs 
Cheryll Older 

Qu. 1 Comment on HEDNA CDC/SB should consult with other local councils within Buckinghamshire and Berkshire with 
a view to securing agreement that some of the housing needs currently required of Chiltern District can instead be met 
in these counties' existing towns. I have heard that Aylesbury has indicated a wilingness to have within its boundaries, 
half the number of homes that our area has to provide. The Aylesbury Vale area seems better able to support and 
sustain housing development. I note that the 610 homes approved, under the last local plan, to be built in Chalfont St 
Peter - a plan that was due to run for some years yet - have not been deducted from the reuired totals within the 
Chiltern District. If Chalfont St Peter has 14% of CDC's population, 14% of 4,552 (the number of new households 
planned for CDC ) then only a maximum of 637 should be located in the village. 610 already approved mean that sites 
for only 27 are being sought. Surely infill building could account for this small number so that the Green Belt around the 
village can remain as exactly that and NOT be reclassified and used for development. Qu. 2 Comment on HELAA If land 
is currently used as an employment site then it, like Grant and Stone (Site CD90)it should be rejected as a future 
housing site. Current employment sites mentioned in the plan include The National Society for Epilepsy (NSE), Rowan 
Nursery and the Model Farm. These should NOT be redesignated an housing land. Future residents will need local 
employment opportunities. Rowan Nursery also has an Equestrian Supplies Shop which appears to be very well 

 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 
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frequented. Whereas I strongly believe that current employment sites should be maintained, I equally think that offices 
that have stood empty for a period of time (ten years say) should be considered for redesignation. Some of these are in 
the heart of our village and could provide a space for the remaining 27 homes to fulfill Chalfont St Peter's requirement. 
I believe that there is ample office space standing empty at The Chalfont Park Office Development. Rowan Nurseries 
also fulfils the remit of the Green Belt. See below. Sites CD129 and 130 are currently sites on the Epilepsy Society site. 
Both sites have existing C2 use which must remain. I 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 homes. Site CD132 could be considered for green belt release 
subject to certain conditions and I believe this should be taken further to the next stage. Site CD169 has been rejected 
as a well performing designated employment site so I maintain that this consistency of approach should be maintained 
in relation to land at the Epilepsy Society site and elsewhere. My views in general co-incide with those of 
Sense4ChalfontSt Peter. 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 I 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 I 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.  I 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 I 
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.   I agreed with the Local Plan Vision in the Neighbourhood Plan drafted after the Core Strategy Plan 
was no longer deemed suitable.  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 

available on brownfield sites. 
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maintained.  Objectives which protect the green belt and the AONB must be prioritised.  It seems to me 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, I 
believe, clearly be in keeping with National Planning Policy and is potentially deliverable.     Question 5 – Spatial 
Strategy Options  It seems to me that 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.   I think 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 if it fulfills sustainability and general 
planning requirements..  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 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 I 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 
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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 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  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 Sense4CSP's and my 
view at least 18+ or 19 out of 20. In any event it is uncontentious and agreed by Arup in its methodology that it 
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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.  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.   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.   The Community Centre Chalfont St Peter Is a much used and invaluable community 
assett. The management team advised that 1000 residents pass through its doors weekly. The location of our 
communtiy centre, on flat ground, close to the heart of our village, accessible by road or on foot, with plenty of car 
parking, makes it the well used, wonderful centre that it is. It is equally easily reached by those living up the hill in 
Cbalfont Common and Chalfont St Peter itself. The centre provides a wide range of activities and is run by the local 
people for the local people.  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 
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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. Villagers walk along the riverside and on to the 
footpath to Chalfont St Giles (this very path must have historic as well as recrational/health values), take children there 
to play and dogs to be exercised and play too.  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 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.  It is a valued green corridor within the county.  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.The scout camp field has been 
historically and continues to be now a very valuable resource, enabling young people from many areas including 
Greater London as well as Buckinghamshire to experience the outdoor life and to learn scouting/guiding skills of self 
reliance and capability in the natural environment.  Sports Facilities  National Planning policy dictates that existing open 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1224 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

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 My 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.  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 more capable of delivering sufficient quantities of affordable housing than other 
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, Gypsies and Showpeople I would suggest that 
Chalfont St Peter has already a greater per capita proportion of sites for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People 
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than any other defined area within the district.  I 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  I 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 my 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  I believe  that 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, 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 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 for 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 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).   If Mill Meadow is not already designated a Green Space, then it should be, so that all the wonderful sports ane 
recreational activites can continue there for generations to come.   Question 14 – Local Measures  The Epilepsy Society 
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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.    Our Misbourne River is a rare Chalk Stream and an 
essential part of the settlement of Chalfont St Peter. It should be cherished and protected but at the same time made 
available for all residents to enjoy, not be tucked behind houses, nor businesses.  Question 15 – Scope of Policies  No 
comment at this stage.  Question 16 – Infrastructure  No detailed comments at this stage save that it is clear in respect 
of Chalfont St Peter that there are significant constraints in relation to infrastructure delivery for all of the reasons 
mentioned throughout our response.  Question 17 – Other Points We are clear that the Local Plan can only be delivered 
with full and proper consultation with local residents and stakeholder groups.  The timeframe for this consultation 
whilst in line with statute is woefully short.  These are difficult areas and require careful consideration.  We therefore 
strongly urge CDC to consult with Sense4Chalfont ST Peter and Chalfont St Peter Parish Council over the coming 
months (including workshops) to test fully the deliverability and content of the Local Plan and to enable us on behalf of 
residents to elaborate further on our answers set out in this response.  It is not sufficient to leave consultation only to 
the statutory consultation stages.  We should be permitted to make representations throughout all stages of the Local 
Plan process.  The NPFF requires proper engagement and collaboration with neighbours, local organisations and 
businesses.  It is essential that further and fuller co-operation and consultation with local stake holders is carried out.  
Consultation only within limited defined consultation stages is inadequate.    I endorse Sense4CSP's "Evidence Base" 
and comments on the Epilepsy site and Sustainability.  I urge CDC/SB to keep all respondents to this consultation fully 
in the loop regarding the on-going consultation and consideration of a new local neighbourhood plan. 

Rep4421 Dr 
Oliver Madge 

I would like to express my absolute objection to any possibility of release of existing Green Belt land within the Chess 
Valley. This location is formally acknowledged as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) which, once lost, 
would never be regained. I would consider any such move to be an act of vandalism. We are only the temporary 
caretakers of the land, and do not have the right to destroy it for short-term profit. I do not accept the conclusions of 
the assessment by Arup which seems to have totally ignored the legal implications of AONB status. It is also important 
to recognise and acknowledge that the current road and rail links are totally unsuitable for an expansion of the local 
population. The shopping facilities, car parks, trains and so on are overcrowded and already threatened with further 
overcrowding by the building works presently commissioned and underway in the vicinity. I strongly support the 
motion to remove Little Chalfont from the list of Main Settlements for Growth. Further development in the area can be 
in the interests only of builders and developers, and is certainly not in the interests of the local people or the 
environment. 

  

Rep4422 I am writing with regard to the Chiltern and South Bucks consultation on the Local Plan for Little Chalfont. This is a   
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Benjamin 
Robinson 

general response under question 17. I have been a resident of Little Chalfont since birth and am proud to be a citizen of 
this village. What makes Little Chalfont special is the way it is understated, yet beautiful and functional and I wish, as 
I’m sure many others do, for it to remain this way. The nicest villages in the country, ones that Little Chalfont should 
aspire to be like, all share the same qualities: quiet, sparsely populated, beautiful surroundings, original 
shops/businesses and historical architecture. The introduction of new houses on green belt land negatively impacts 
Little Chalfont for a multitude of reasons: • The population increases. Some of little Chalfont’s infrastructure already 
struggles with the amount of people in the village. For example, Chenies Parade becomes very congested and traffic 
spills out onto the main road. The tube is very crowded during rush hour leading to a cramped and miserable commute. 
• If the area becomes too crowded it leads to resident frustration and unhappiness. The quiet and quaint nature of the 
village starts to become disrupted with more people and more vehicles. An increase in the number of vehicles leads to 
an increase in pollution. • New houses would negatively affect the beautiful surroundings of Little Chalfont and the 
Chiltern Hills area. They are likely to be made using modern architecture making it harder for Little Chalfont to be one 
of the most beautiful villages in the UK. • As Little Chalfont increases, large chain businesses start to take note and ruin 
the individuality of the village (for example, Tesco Express on Chenies Parade). Not only does this affect the village in 
the ways specified above but the motion of building new houses may gain momentum making it easier for similar 
building works in the future. I hope you take the time to consider the future of the village, alongside all of the specific 
responses supplied by the Parish Council and Community Association. Further, that you will now reconsider this 
proposal and devise something that is more in keeping with the delightful nature of this special district which is 
enjoyed by residents and visitors alike. 

Rep4423 Mr 
Geoffrey 
Lardner 

Q1 - I do not agree that there are no significant market relationships between Chiltern/ South Bucks and Hertfordshire. 
Hemel Hempstead and Watford are significant shopping and employment areas for residents of Chiltern District, 
particularly the Chesham area, and many residents of Aylesbury Vale are employed in the Watford area. Q4 - There 
appears to be a significant number of potential employment space in the centre of Chesham, rather than encroaching 
on Green Belt Areas. Q5/6 - the specific proposal for the north of Chesham would have severe;y negative effects on the 
quality of life experienced by residents of the Vale area. Nashleigh Hill recreation Ground is the only safe off-street play 
areaavailable to residents of the Vale, Berkhamsted Road, Severalls Avenue, Brockhurst Road and surrounding areas. 
The recreation ground and its adjoiuning fields provide a major amenity for general exercise and dog walking, and also 
sledging in the winter (Climate change permitting!). A further aspect of this part of the Green Belt is that it forms the 
outlook for residents of the west side of the Vale, in the areas of Lynton Road, Glenister Road Greenway, Long Meadow 
and adjoining areas which overlook the vale. The green view is a major asset for all residents of this area, and although 
the value of many of the properties in Lynton and Glenister roads has been artificially depressed for many years due to 
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alleged structural defects, the loss of the beautiful outlook would further depress this value. Q13 - Nashleigh Hill 
recreation ground and adjoining fields, for reasons set out above. 

Rep4424 Miss 
Christina 
Young 

I am against the further development of Little Chalfont which involves using existing green belt land and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty for development or Westwood Park that provides a much needed recreational area for 
both children and adults. The key reasons are as follows :- The green belt and AONB were created to restrict future 
building and protect these areas for future generations. The Chilterns are one of the few areas close to London itself 
that both give local people and visitors who live in London the opportunity to get away from the City and experience 
stunning landscapes and views. Hundreds of Thousands of people visit this area to be able to walk through countryside 
away from housing development Little Chalfont is very easy to get to from London so it is very important that Little 
Chalfont’s green belt should be preserved rather than nominating it as a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’. Little Chalfont 
was always designed to be a Village with appropriate infrastructure for a village. If you proceed with some of these 
plans I cannot see where you are building all the extra infrastructure and services to support all the additional people. 
We have just been doing a project at school about designing villages and towns and it is very important to build in 
everything that is needed at the planning stage. Please can you show us these plans as it does not make much sense 
without them. If there are not any plans to build anything but houses and offices / warehouses then it cannot go ahead 
as the current village cannot accomodate it. There are regular queues to park next to the Village shop, Parking adjacent 
to the library can be full, the traffic on the A404 is getting heavier and passes right through the centre of the village, 
again resulting in queueing and road repairs, the trains are full in rush hour with no seats much after 07h00, doctors 
and dentist times to get an appointment are getting harder and longer, the schools are all nearing capacity and their 
‘actual’ catchment area is getting smaller. Other infrastructure such as sport and recreation, social care, waste water 
have all got limits. If the green belt land is used for development it will be lost forever and future generations will be 
left wondering how such environmentally insensitive decisions were taken by your generation. If limited additional 
development areas are really needed then they must be within the current boundaries of the village 

  

Rep4426 Mrs 
Michelle Mc 
Cluskey 

I object strongly to the proposed development on the MillMeadow site for a large number of reasons. Firstly the whole 
area proposed will wipe out so many key buildings and areas which are at the heart of our village. These cannot be 
placed anywhere else in the village due space and would also result in the loss of many jobs. The playing fields at Mill 
Meadow serve Chalfont St Peter Academy and are vital in order that the school can continue to provide sports facility 
for the children there. Sports England advocate that all children should have available the opportunity for regular 
exercise and introduction to many sports fostering a healthy lifestyle and there is nowhere else for these children to 
use. The Football Club again offers the chance for hundreds of children and adults to regularly play football both 
providing key exercise and a focal point for our community sports with many spectators enjoying matches. The 1st 
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Chalfont St Peter Scouts hut is based at Mill Meadow, again providing recreational activities across many age groups for 
hundreds of our local children. What they learn at the many groups who participate there will serve them through to 
their adult life in sharing and giving back to the community and those less fortunate. The Community Centre has 
numerous regular groups using it's facilities every day as well as a nursery which operates daily. The car park is always 
overloading and these amazing venue provides so many opportunities particularly for the elderly in our village to meet 
and socialise. My children have attended the bursery which is thriving after 11 years. We also attend the local drama 
groups of St Peter's Players and Pedal as well as exercise classes and individual events/productions in the large hall. 
Where would all these activities take place. In addition our family uses the tennis club and the area just for walking. The 
work that has been carried out in the Millenium Woods and the Misbourne makes it a beautiful area to walk through 
our Green Belt and enjoy the wildlife which would be dispersed and much lost forever. 

Rep4428 
Claire de 
Charmant 

It is not clear to me why Chiltern District Council (CDC) is combining its Local Plan with South Bucks District Council 
(SBDC) aside from cost savings in production of the plan. However, this does not seem sensible when South Bucks has a 
far higher requirement for employment land and Chiltern District has 72% of its area designated as an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. Therefore, an argument could be made to show that the Objectively Assessed Housing 
Need (OAHN) does not apply to CDC. Little Chalfont is a small village, with not much industry of its own, and many 
London commuters living there (like myself). I moved to Little Chalfont from High Wycombe (and before that London) 
seeking a better quality of life in a small village with pleasant countryside and less traffic whilst being closer and quicker 
to commute to London: not for it to become like London or High Wycombe. The Green Belt is incredibly important. I 
lived in Enfield (outer London Borough) where it was also essential. There several old villages had merged into the 
Borough and their character suffered. Also in Chingford where my family members live, they bought and were part of 
Essex, for it then to become absorbed into the London Borough of Waltham Forest. I do not wish for Little Chalfont to 
lose its identity, structure and boundary and merge with either other villages or Amersham & Chesham. We have only 
recently got our own parish council and been recognised as having our own needs and distinct from Amersham. Given 
that CDC and SBDC have already committed to preparing a Joint Local Plan and that the OAHN calculation has been 
undertaken without the opportunity for consultation, it is essential that measures are put in place to ensure the unique 
characteristics of CDC are protected through the drafting of the new Joint Local Plan. The HEDNA document defines the 
Housing and Economic Needs for the whole of Buckinghamshire. The document does not consider a needs assessment 
at any granularity below District Council level. The document does not define the needs assessment work planned 
during the next stages of the Joint Local Plan process. I note that the population statistics for Chiltern District Council 
are relatively static for the period 1981 to 2001 after which forecast (increased) population numbers are used and the 
housing needs are based on those estimates. I do not understand why actual population numbers cannot be used for 

Independent  analysis of the 
housing market area functional 
linkages concludes that the 
“best fit” for Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local paln area is with the 
rest of Buckinghamshire. Best fit 
groupings do not change 
functional housing market 
relationships and they will 
continue to be considered 
through the plan making 
process. 
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that period. The last census was 2011, we have electoral registers, birth data, school rolls and annual council tax bills 
that can be used to detail population numbers. Furthermore, I think the use of just 10 years of population data to 
forecast future population is too short to be representative. The use of this short baseline may well overestimate the 
population growth forecast for Chiltern District. This population forecast should be subject to a sensitivity assessment. 
As noted above, the OAHN has been completed without the opportunity for consultation it is therefore important that 
CDC and SBDC take this into consideration when drafting the Joint Local Plan and entering into the Duty to Cooperate 
process with adjacent authorities. If the population growth is less than forecast, the rate of development can be 
reduced and the extent of land allocated for housing can be reduced. Little Chalfont has already received new housing 
at levels disproportionate to that in the surrounding, much larger, settlements. The following data has been prepared 
from data provided by CDC and Little Chalfont had 12.4% property growth, much larger percentage than other 
settlements (planning period April 2006 – Mar 2014 the following completion of new homes, and zoning for housing of 
large sites as yet unbuilt took place). Also looking at map of proposed areas for development, it shows a doubling of the 
size of the village, which is unacceptable, unsustainable and deliverable, given the current issues with infrastructure.  
Recent developments in Little Chalfont have not been supported by any new infrastructure. The CDC Core Strategy 
includes Little Chalfont among the settlements where development could be focussed.  Therefore, Little Chalfont 
should be removed as a main settlement for growth from the Core Strategy. Infrastructure in Little Chalfont is 
inadequate now, yet alone for any future development.  Therefore, any proposals for development being assessed by 
CDC should be categorised as undeliverable, at least until a comprehensive assessment has been completed.  The 
parking in Little Chalfont is very difficult, particularly near the shops and doctors.  I live on Chalfont Avenue, the 
approach road to the station and its carpark.  When I moved there in April 2010 parking as a resident on my road was 
just manageable.  My household wrote to the parish council, CDC and Bucks CC about introducing a residents only 
parking scheme as we could not park near our home due to people parking and using the station. We have not been 
given residents parking and yet the parking situation has worsened, probably due to increased people living in CDC.  I 
know people travel throughout CDC to park on my road, I have spoken to people from Chesham and Amersham (Little 
Chalfont is a zone cheaper in fares).  As well as knowing that people travel from St.Giles and St.Peter to catch the tube.  
Therefore, I am particularly worried about the impact of the new development at Newland Park. I understand from the 
Community Association that TfL have refused to provide additional parking at the station (multi-storey). I also live by 
the A404 and the bridge for the railway line.  There are already daily queues of traffic through the bridge and along to 
the bottom on Stanley Hill near Old Amersham.  It is doubtful you could expand the road along this stretch to deal with 
the extra traffic due to increased housing and employment.  Furthermore, I already have to stand on the tube and train 
I catch during peak hours even though Little Chalfont is only the second stop on the tube line.  I understand that station 
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platforms cannot be extended throughout the line so there is not adequate transport for current CDC residents yet 
alone an increased population.   In addition, my son should soon (Sept 2017) be attending Little Chalfont Primary 
School but even though I live 0.218miles from the school I am worried that he will not get a place as last Sept (2015) 15 
children in its catchment area did not get a place at the school and the furthest pupil’s living distance from the school 
was 0.276 miles.  We should ensure there are good quality school places for children, the Chalfont Valley E-ACT primary 
school in Little Chalfont is a school still rated as “Requires Improvement” even since becoming an academy.  The 
increased numbers of children will then filter through to secondary schools and so an increase in good quality 
secondary places will be needed. Since I have had my son and needed a doctor for him, from 2013, I have found that 
my requests for doctor’s appointments have been screened, i.e. because of demand I have not always been able to get 
an appointment for him and the doctor has discussed my requirements over the phone.  This has meant I was not able 
to take my son to the Childminder for a week, and I could not go to work, because I had no clear diagnosis. 1.  Question 
2 Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be 
deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? Key Factor Points to consider Housing and 
Economic Land Availability Assessment, HELAA Ref 5 http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7750&p=0 The 
HELAA does not appear to be based upon clear strategic planning but a market led list of proposed sites. The list of sites 
are compiled on the basis of those sites which are easiest to develop and those from which developers can maximise 
their investment return. The HELAA does not make reference to factors such as AONB status, biodiversity, etc. These 
factors are fundamental to the assessment of the sustainability of development which is in turn key to determine if 
land is available for development.  The basis of rejecting the four sites (CD0066, CD0082, CD0135 and CD0171) at Stage 
1 Assessment is fully supported. In line with the Core Strategy and  instead of testing these sites further at Stage 2, 
Chiltern District Council should be proposing management measures to enhance the Green Belt and where appropriate 
AONB status. A history of poor land management should not permit the site to be considered for development. If this is 
permitted, then in the longer term some unscrupulous landowners will be encouraged to slowly erode the Green Belt 
and AONB status so that development will eventually be allowed.  CD0225, the publically owned land of Little Chalfont 
Tennis Club should not be party of stage 1 assessment for development.  That is a community resource.  Little Chalfont 
is able to develop in the character of the village via infill development within the current boundaries of the village.   
Support the classification of the 9 sites listed in or immediately adjacent to Little Chalfont deemed "not suitable or 
available at Stage 2 Assessment ", but we note that any development of another site at Pollards Wood, ref CD0149, 
may be restricted by the ancient woodland at this site.  The three sites CD0082, CD0135 and CD0171 are listed in 
Appendix 1 as "excluded at Stage 1", and so should be removed from the sites as options for further testing after Stage 
1 of the Green Belt review.   Central Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 
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Methodology Ref 6 http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=6819&p=0 In our opinion the land availability 
within Little Chalfont should be restricted to the 19 sites accepted at Stage 1.  Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment 
Part 1A: Methodology Ref 7  http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7461&p=0 The methodology for the 
Green Belt assessment is flawed as it inappropriately divides parcels of land according to guidance –as an example 
using roads and natural features as boundaries.  Furthermore, any methodology about “quality” is subjective and is 
secondary to the strategic point that Green Belt is a national protection against development and the need for further 
housing.   Therefore, no land should be released from the Green Belt for development.  Similar arguments exist for the 
AONB, the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) guidance on planning practice is strongly in favour of the 
protection of both the AONB and the Green Belt. It sets out that AONBs and National Parks have the same levels of 
landscape and protection. The availability of land for development must be influenced by its current designation and 
quality. 88% of Chiltern District Council is designated as Green Belt, which will restrict the ability to meet Government 
housing targets. If the council has difficulties in meeting its Governmental housing targets, due to restrictions such as 
the Green Belt, then it is able to co-operate with other planning authorities to meet housing needs.  Any development 
of the sites proposed for testing in or adjacent to Little Chalfont which are currently designated as Green Belt would be 

constitute urban sprawl and would destroy the 

nted the outward 
sprawl of London but also protected the gaps between settlements thereby reinforcing the prevention of urbanisation 
of the countryside. It was intended to be a policy of constraint in specific areas whilst encouraging growth in other 
areas. On the issue of the prevention of urban sprawl and, in particular the separation of settlements, I repeat the 
parish council and community association request that the land known as the Cherry Orchard, White Lion Road, 
together with Amersham Common, remain with their Green Belt designations, in order to retain the separation 
between Little Chalfont and Amersham.  I have already set out my desire to see the identity and boundary of Little 
Chalfont retained and not merged with Amersham or other settlements, to avoid the examples I gave for London.  
Therefore any further assessment of the sites proposed for testing is unnecessary as the sites will be ‘undeliverable’. In 
this instance the unmet housing need does not constitute a special circumstance which would permit development in 
Green Belt and would be against the presumption of sustainable development.  Neither the government nor the NPPF 
requires local authorities to undertake an assessment of Green Belt. An assessment is not required to undertake an 
Objectively Assessed Housing Need and housing need does not classify as exceptional circumstances for development 
in Green Belt.  The House of Commons Library Briefing Paper on Green Belt, Jan 2016, includes the following key 

 that the construction of new buildings should be regarded as “inappropriate” for 
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Government in March 2014 aimed to make clear 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 

or the green belt is contained 
in section 9 of the NPPF, which sets out the fundamental aim of green belt policy: The Government attaches great 
importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land 
p
sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how it expects these to be applied. It contains a 
presumption in favour of sustainable development, which it defines as having three dimensions: economic, social and 
environmental.  From the above it can be seen that it is not a statutory requirement for CDC to undertake an 
assessment of the Green Belt but that CDC has chosen to do so.  Furthermore, rather than a detailed search for sites for 
release from the Green Belt, CDC should have paid attention to its obligation to protect and enhance the Green Belt. 
Any parcels of land identified as having a weak Green Belt score 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.  2.  Question 3 Are there existing uses 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? Key Factor Points to consider  Do not believe there 
are any existing uses identified in the HELAA that are surplus to requirements. 3.  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. Key Factor Points to consider  The Consultation 
Document para 4.3 refers to the broad findings from earlier consultations and includes the statement: Green Belt 
protection will need to be considered in the context of development needs and the Green Belt Assessment.  I do not 
agree.   Development needs and Green Belt are entirely separate matters. As the community association and parish 
council have set out, Planning Practice Guidance on Green Belt confirms that unmet housing need (including for 
travellers sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to Green Belt or constitute very special circumstances that justify 
development in Green Belt.  None of the areas of Green Belt and AONB that surround Little Chalfont should be released 
for development.  The Green Belt and AONB is a key reason for me in choosing to live in Little Chalfont.  Most of the 
existing vision in Section 5.4 of the Core Strategy remains valid, but it does not put enough stress on protection of the 
Green Belt and AONB, or on the wishes of the community. Weakening of policies on the Green Belt and AONB would 
diminish the character and value of Chiltern towns and villages as places to live and reduce the District’s attractiveness 
to its millions of visitors – who bring economic benefits.  Other than the three major shopping centres, we oppose the 
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government’s proposals to relax Use Classes. High streets and shopping parades are changing in character but I and 
others do not wish to see them dominated by, for instance, cafes/restaurants or charity shops, which may need some 
amendment to the Vision.  New Core Strategy Objective: Add an objective as follows ‘To retain the character of 
settlements unless major change is supported by the local community’. 4.  Question 5 What spatial strategy option or 
options do you think the council should consider and what should be the priority order?  Are there any other spatial 
strategy options that the Joint Plan should consider and why? Key Factor Points to consider  As above.  And In our view, 
major housing developments should never be allowed in the 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’ which 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 Local Plan should continue to protect and keep precious the existing AONB sites and 
boundaries. As I mentioned increased housing anywhere in CDC will impact Little Chalfont, particularly transport and 
parking, so full impact assessments re neighbouring settlements should be are undertaken and not just on transport. 5. 
CS32 Question 6 Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/ site options that could 
be part of these options? Key Factor Points to consider General 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’. The inability to meet the Objectively Assessed Housing Need does not constitute ‘exceptional 
circumstances’ for the release of Green Belt. Therefore, there should not be any significant housing or economic 
development in or immediately adjacent to Little Chalfont. Chiltern District Council should fulfil its obligations to 
protect and enhance the Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Option A  Option B  Option C  Option D  
Option E  Option F  Option G  Option H  Option I  Option J  Option K  Option L  6.  Question 7 Do you have comments on 
the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? Key Factor Points to consider  The unmet housing need is 
not sufficient to justify changes to the Green Belt and AONB areas surrounding Little Chalfont. This is supported by the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) guidance on Green Belt which states that unmet housing need is unlikely to 
outweigh the harm to Green Belt or constitute very special circumstances that justify development in Green Belt. This 
was reinforced in March 2014 when the published new web-based Planning Practice Guidance. 7.  Question 8 Do you 
have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? Key Factor Points 
to consider  There should be evidence (by settlement) of affordable housing needs and from where the residents of 
such housing would come. If the demand is from within the District, then there should be policies included to restrict 
the availability of affordable houses to those with local credentials. 8.  Question 9 Do you have any comments on the 
above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? Key Factor Points to consider  The 
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current identified needs are 42 pitches for travellers and 16 plots for travelling showpeople from 2013 to 2023. The 
Green Belt Briefing Paper and the new web-based Planning Practice Guidance on Green Belt confirms that unmet 
housing need (including for travellers sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to Green Belt or constitute very special 
circumstances that justify development in Green Belt. The Briefing Paper states that ‘The government’s planning policy 
is clear that both temporary and permanent traveller sites are inappropriate development in Green Belt.’  Support the 
option: Protect existing lawful sites solely for use by travellers, travellers being defined by national policy.  I do not 
support the other options.  Strongly against the option: New pitches/plots to be required as part of residential 
extensions to built-up areas comprising 100 or more dwellings. 9.  Question 10 How do you think the Joint Local Plan 
can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? Key Factor 
Points to consider   10.  Question 11 Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy – for example views on our local 
heritage assets, how heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community? Key Factor Points to 
consider  Green Belt land and the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty are our most important heritage. Footpaths, 
rights of way and their historic landscape setting also add much to the heritage. 11.  Question 12 Are you aware of any 
currently unprotected local heritage assets that should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important 
locally? Key Factor Points to consider  There is a new war memorial beside Little Chalfont village green to be included 
as a local heritage site. 12.  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. Key Factor Points to consider  The 
following are very 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. We ask for them all to be designated as Local 

green area around Cavendish Close bordered to the north by Elizabeth Avenue (this is thought to be in the ownership 

GE Healthcare building in the cent

woods in and around Little Chalfont that are well 
used by the community but they have been excluded from this list, as they are not strictly ‘green open space’. 13.  
Question 14 Do you have any nominations for Local Measures? Key Factor Points to consider  Little Chalfont Parish 
Council and Little Chalfont Community Association plan to develop a new community centre to replace the present 
Village Hall which was built over 60 years ago when the population of the village was about half that of today and is 
now inadequate to meet the needs of the community. Little Chalfont Charitable Trust is creating a Nature Park off 
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Cokes Lane supported by Little Chalfont Community Association and Little Chalfont Parish Council. The park is to 
provide an inclusive and accessible natural green space designed to incorporate a meadow and wooded area. The 
purpose of the scheme is to conserve and enhance the natural environment and heritage of the area and provide 
opportunities for informal amenity for residents. Features may include a play area made from natural materials, 
Disability Discrimination Act compliant pathways, teaching area, picnic area and sensory area. The resource is also to be 
used as a Learning Zone for schools, both local and further afield. Delivery of the scheme is to be in phases and is 
reliant on securing funding. The Little Chalfont Community Action Plan identifies a desire to improve parking in, and the 
appearance of the village centre. 14.  Question 15 Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed set out in 
Appendix 7? Key Factor Points to consider Sustainable Development  Settlement Hierarchy  Local Sustainable 
Development principles  Infrastructure Delivery The second sentence of the Infrastructure Delivery Policy should be 
strengthened by rewording it to read " The Policy will ensure that any development proceeds only where essential 
infrastructure already exists, or is planned and funded (and the development is phased to its delivery) or will be 
secured as part of the development (if directly related to the development) or through an earmarked use of a 
Community Infrastructure Levy (if the councils decide to introduce such a levy).  Infrastructure in many of the District’s 
settlements is seen to be stretched already and this is particularly noticeable in the provision of primary education and 
parking – the latter actually creating a threat to the vibrancy of the centres of certain settlements. Need for there to be 
close discussions with communities, once the Needs Assessments and allocations are drafted but the Council should 
consider the adoption of the Community Infrastructure Levy.  The policy needs to allow for the consequential impacts 
of developments outside the immediate settlement. For example developments in one settlement may significantly 
impact the transport infrastructure in a neighbouring settlement. e.g. Newland Park will impact Little Chalfont.  
Renewable and Low Carbon Energy  Design  Amenity  Basement Development  Development in the Green Belt  
Affordable Housing Exceptions Policy  Infilling within Rows of Development within Green Belt  The Rural Economy  
Rural Workers Dwellings  Extensions to Dwellings and Outbuildings in the Green Belt  Housing Proposal Sites  Housing 
Mix  Affordable Housing and Starter Homes  Custom Build and Self Build Housing  Residential Uses  Specialist Elderly 
Person Accommodation  Detached Residential Annexes  Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation  
Smart Growth  Employment Land  Chesham Employment Restructuring  Live-Work Units and Home Working  
Opportunity Proposal Sites  Town and Local Centres and Town Centre Uses  Shopping Frontages  Rear Servicing in Town 
and Local Centres  Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment  Biodiversity  Chilterns AONB  Burnham Beeches  
Green Infrastructure  Flood Protection SuDS  Chesham Flood Alleviation Project  River Character and the Water 
Environment    Trees and Woodland  Transport Impact from New Development  Transport Proposals  Iver HGV  
Development within the HS2 Safeguarded Area  Parking Standards  Community Facilities  Sports, Recreation and 
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Leisure Facilities  Local Measures  Public Open Spaces and Local Green Spaces  15.  Question 16 Do you have any 
comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? Key Factor Points to 
consider Chiltern and South Bucks Settlement and Infrastructure Capacity Study Ref 8  
http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7749&p=0           16.  Question 17 Do you have any other points you 
would like the Council to take into account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan?  For example are there any 
challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan will need to address? Key Factor Points to consider 
Sustainability Appraisal of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating 
Issues and Options Ref 9 http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7791&p=0 

Rep4434 Dr 
Roland 
Colicott 

Q.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. I think it highly significant 
that 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 be 
taken into consideration 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. Such locations are far better provided with good travel links, roads, 
schools, doctors etc. Public transport links are not convenient, are expensive and are too few and far between, 
especially at evenings and weekends. Q5 and Q6. 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? Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options 
that could be part of these options? 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 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. Further development will put undue strain on existing support services. Any more developments in CSP, 
particularly on the outskirts will lead to urban sprawl and will seek to merge settlements. This flies in the face of one of 
the original reasons for creating a green belt. 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. 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 
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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. It 
provides an essential drain for water run-off from existing developed areas and it has proven vulnerabilityin recent 
flooding. Its development for residential purposes would clearly not be sustainable. This area is well used by local 
people for recreational purposes and and is provides vital sports facilities for the Cof E Academy school. 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. Q8. Do you have any comments 
or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? Developments of flats should generally 
be avoided as this is not in keeping with the character of CSP and any affordable housing should be built in town 
centres or close to railway or tube stations and not on the edge of the green belt or villages. Q16. Do you have any 
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comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? Recent years have 
clearly demonstrated that CSP has an inadequate drainage system. When floods have occurred, sewage has issued at 
points in the centre of CSP, as well as in the Scout Hut, in areas adjacent to St Peter's Church and in local businesses. 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, 
doctor and dentist surgeries are already oversubscribed so provisions for these would also have to be considered 
before allowing any further developments. Q17. Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into 
account in the preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the 
new Joint Local Plan will need to address? The Green Belt should be preserved for its original purpose: 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 encourage wildlife and enhance biodiversity To decrease pollution 
and reduce the effects of climate change for future generations 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 The Green Belt and 
AONB are severely under threat. It is unacceptable that they should be seen as a easy target for development. 

Rep4436 
Master 
Benjamin 
McCullagh 

Please do not build in the play park or cricket club or rugby club or Mill Meadow in Chalfont St Peter. I will not have 
anywhere to play. 

  

Rep4437 Mr 
Mark Hawes 
Director 
Belvedere 
Close 
Management 
company Ltd 

I am writing on behalf of Belevedere Close Management company Ltd To express our concerns about the very 
damaging proposals set out in the Chiltern and South Bucks local plan. In particular, we object to the devlopment of 
green belt land between Quill Hall Lane and the branch of the Metropolitan Line which runs between Chesham and 
Chalfont & Latimer. The proposed development would destroy areas of green belt and result in economic, social and 
environmental harm. There already exists significant pressure on the local infastructure and the satisfactory provision 
of these services would need to be addresses before any large scale housing development could be considered. We 
need to preserve the character of our towns and villages in the chiltern district. The development proposed in the 
consultation document would destroy our local living environment. 

  

Rep4438 Mr 
Richard Bailey 
PCL Planning 
Ltd on behalf 
of Sukhi Atkar 

Question 5 We consider that a combination of selection of the spatial options outlined in the document would be the 
most appropriate way to proceed. Specifically, we think that a mix of Option C and Option F, which would result in a 
spatial strategy that focuses development on extension to the main settlements as well as reviewing the potential of 
larger settlements currently 'washed over' by the Green Belt, should be pursued if the levels of growth proposed are to 
be delivered. This is considered to represent the most appropriate way forward because it will avoid an overreliance on 
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sites within the exitsing development limits (a strategy that did not deliver previously for Chiltern District). Sites within 
the development limits, such ones crossing multiple back gardens a strategy, are difficult to deliver due to the multi-
owenrships and because of the need to maintain acceptable levels of amenity and ensure that there is no adverse 
impact on the character of an area. Green Belt Assessment We are concerned that the Green Belt Assessment work 
undertaken to date is not fit for purpose and therefore reaches incorrect conclusions or rather misses the potential of 
some land. This is mainly due to the fact that the conclusions of the assessment are dictated by the definition of parcels 
taken forward for assessment and therefore if the parcels were drawn differently then different findings would be 
applicable. In order to make informed decisions regarding the release of land from the Green Belt and the identification 
of potential sites for development it is necessary to undertake a comprehensive review of land that surrounds each of 
the main settlements (including the larger villages currently 'washed over' by the Green Belt designation) in a way that 
ensures that the development potential of land is not overlooked. The key to achieving this is making sure that the 
defined parcels of land taken forward for assessment are appropriately defined and that the assesment of individual 
parcels is broken down further where appropriate to acknowledge that part of the wider parcel is less sensitive. Whilst 
the the Stage 1 Green Belt assessment produced is comprephensive in its coverage (perhaps too much so) the 
definition of the individual parcels for assessment has led to the findings of the study being warped/misleading. This is 
demonstrated by the fact that the majority of the parcels identified as a 'Built Area Extension Option' as a result of the 
stage 1 findings relate to the those parcels of land that were drawn more closely to the existing built-up form of 
settelments and did not include wider land that could have swayed the conclusions the other way. To demonstrate the 
above, if we look specifically at parcel 18b it is clear that the northern part of this parcel of land, which includes land 
between Chesham and Amersham fulfils the purposes of the GB more than the southern eastern part of the parcel. 
This is because the land within the south eastern corner of this parcel does not form part of a gap between settelments 
and would not result in an unacceptable level of outward sprawl of Amersham in to the open countryside due to the 
fact there is existing development which already extends further in to the countryside (to the north and the south). The 
development of the south eastern part of parcel 18b would therefore be perceived more as 'rounding off' of the 
western edge of Amersham rather than urban sprawl in to open countryside. As it stands, the Stage 1 Green Belt 
Assessment has missed the development potential of a large amount of land that lies close to the existing built up areas 
of the main settlements. In light of this we consider that Stage 1 Green Belt Assessment needs to be re-visited so that 
the Councils can be confident that they are considering all potential options in determining the spatial strategy for the 
growth of settlements. Without having this evidence in place then it is not possible to be confident moving forward 
that the sites proposed for release and development are the most appropriate when considered against all reasonable 
alternatives and that they are justified. Potential Alternative Site My client, Copperkins Lane Management Company Ltd 
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are promoting an area of land on the western edge of Amersham to the norther of Copperkins Lane (please find 
enclosed a plan of the site). The site extends to approximately 6.4 hectares (15.8 acres) and comprises of agricultural 
land. It is bordered by a mix of open countryside, woodland, and eixting residential development. Mature woodland 
and well-established hedgerows are a characteristic feature of the area, which limit the length of views and provide a 
high degree of natural screening to nearby houses. Whilst the site lies within the Green Belt and the Chilterns AONB it 
is within Flood Zone 1 and there are no other known land use or physical constraints or designations that affect the 
development potential of the site. The Copperkins Lane site is contained from the wider landscape by a farm and 
existing trees along the northern boundary. With appropriate landscaping and provision of open space around along 
the northern and western boundaries it is our opinion that the site could be developed without having a major impact 
on the wider Green Belt (and the purposes of including land within it) or the Chilterns Area of Oustanding Natural 
Beauty. The CLMC Ltd site has the potential to deliver housing alongside the provision of substantial areas of public 
open space so we therefore consider that the site should be idnetified as one of the built up area extensions that will 
be required to meet the future housing needs of the District. 

Rep4440 
Trevor Green 

I have recently become aware of the Chiltern and South Bucks local plan 2014-2036 which proposes to build housing in 
Amersham on land designated an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. I find it disgraceful that Chiltern DC is 
considering defacing our precious AONB sites. This should not be acceptable to anyone. I understand there are 
pressures to build more housing as our population increases. However, there needs to be a degree of prioritisation 
when finding new sites: #1: Brownfield/ existing housing sites/ infilling Creative solutions should be sort, e.g. increased 
housing density around public transport hubs. #2: Farmland and virgin countryside Building on virgin countryside 
should be considered an option when there are no alternative brownfield solutions available, or as part of a strategic 
and holistic national housing policy. If Bucks CC is being forced to allocate sites for housing, it should see this as an 
opportunity for towns like Aylesbury and Buckingham. These towns should take the additional load. An increased 
population would afford these towns more importance and critical mass for key services, allowing the towns to stand 
alone and not become an extension of the London commuter belt. #3: Greenbelt Do we really want the whole of the 
South East to be one big sprawl? The greenbelt was set up by enlightened individuals on behalf of everyone to stop 
this. As the amount of green space is reduced, the greenbelt is more important and should be protected, not 
diminished. #4: AONB/ National Parks Land designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty should be afforded 
the same planning protection as our national parks. We simply shouldn't build on this land. This is a scarce resource. 
The only reason anyone can entertain building on this land is because the appropriate cost of the land is not being 
attributed to it. If AONB was valued appropriately, developers would consider knocking down existing low-rise housing 
by train stations, before building on AONB sites. To put the above in context, one of the sites being considered for 
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housing is the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty bordering Quill Hall Lane. This site is an AONB for good reason. This 
site is on the daily commute of a sizeable percentage of Amersham-on-the-Hill residents. Families pass the farm twice 
daily (four times for mothers) on the school run, as do dog walkers, cyclists, joggers and other local residents. Being 
able to watch the cows in the field and mallards in the pond, and listen to the birds in the hedgerow, whilst wandering 
along the lane, is priceless. The benefit of children having first-hand experience of nature, counting the frogspawn on 
their way to school, is immeasurable. Even if the pond was retained with the destruction of the surrounding AONB, it's 
doubtful whether there will still be any frogs spawning in the pond following the inevitable increase in traffic from the 
new housing. If this site is lost, then not only will we have lost a site which truly is outstanding in its beauty, but we will 
have made the countryside a lot more remote for a sizeable percentage of our residents, young and old. No longer will 
the countryside be on our doorsteps, appreciable by all as part of our daily routine. Instead, it will be locked away 
behind the gardens of a selected few. The countryside will be more distant both physically and metaphorically, needing 
to be sought out as a weekend activity. Please don't destroy our Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, these are named 
accordingly for a reason. Please don't destroy the Quill Hall Lane AONB, this would represent a significant reduction in 
the quality of life for residents of all ages. 

Rep4441 Mrs 
Allison 
Callinicos 

We think the term affordable housing should include young first-time buyers and elderly people wishing to downsize 
aswell as social housing for people requiring support. In answer to question 8 we suggest that one bedroom flats 
should be built near the station in Chesham for first-time buyers and tenants. There are additional brown field sites 
either side of Waitrose supermarket and next to the Youth Centre in Station Road. Aspect Apartments appear to be 
empty at the moment. From April 2016 our council tax demand notice includes a precept to fund Adult Social Care. We 
would not like to see all this extra money being spent just on building residential care and nursing homes because in 
the future we hope elderly couples will be supported living in their own homes if they prefer. Daytime activities could 
be sited on the edge of town where there is more open space so that elderly people can enjoy the sunshine outdoors 
during the summer. There is some overgrown land behind the houses in Box Tree Close on the way to Waterside 
School. 

  

Rep4442 Mr 
Graeme 
Campbell 

I don't believe we should be destroying the Green Belt and the wildlife habitat. I live next to area 22b (from St 
Leonard’s Rd all the way across to Raans industrial estate and all the way down to the railway line) and near 22b. This is 
not only Green Belt but also an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. To quote CDC’s website ‘A high degree of 
protection is given to 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'. Why then is CDC putting it 
forward for possible development? The Plan’s own assessment of the area says of it, ‘overall the land parcel has a 
strong unspoilt rural character'. Also I do not believe the area can support the infrastructure that would be needed for 
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building additional housing such as road access, schools, doctors’ surgeries etc. Chestnut Lane is a residential road and I 
don’t believe it would cope with an increase in volume of traffic. The volume of traffic on the roads in the surrounding 
area during peak times is also excessive with people trying to get to work and to schools. 

Rep4443 Miss 
Sharon Lague 

Although I appreciate that more housing is needed I don't believe we should be destroying the Green Belt and the 
wildlife habitat. The local area is home to two species of deer, badgers, two rare species of owl, peregrine falcons, red 
kites, herons and includes a pond in which frogs breed annually. I live next to area 22b (from St Leonard’s Rd all the 
way across to Raans industrial estate and all the way down to the railway line) and near 22b. This is not only Green Belt 
but also an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. To quote CDC’s website ‘A high degree of protection is given to 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'. Why then is CDC putting it forward for possible 
development? The Plan’s own assessment of the area says of it, ‘overall the land parcel has a strong unspoilt rural 
character'. I have lived in the Chilterns all my life and have had the pleasure of being able to walk in the unspoilt 
countryside. We should not destroy this for future generations. We are currently destroying areas of The Chilterns with 
the development of HS2, we should not be destroying anymore. Also I do not believe the area can support the 
infrastructure that would be needed for building additional housing such as road access, schools, doctors’ surgeries etc. 
Chestnut Lane is a residential road and I don’t believe it would cope with an increase in volume of traffic. The volume of 
traffic on the roads in the surrounding area during peak times is also excessive with people trying to get to work and to 
schools. 

  

Rep4444 Mr 
James O'Flynn 

Q.1 HEDNA I have had insufficient time to properly consider this question however I do question the statistics which 
have been offered in support of the councils argument. Q.2 SITES PROPOSED AND REJECTED. The Misbourne 
Commercial area. This was a historic experiment to provide a commercial site ---but is currently, and has been for some 
time, under occupied and under used. Which demonstrated that this is not a need for this .Gerrards Cross , area. 
Farnham Park Recreational area Farnham Park which is a Trust for the recreational use of the community (this is a 
wider community than the Farnhams) since the original trustees were Eton DC. And which only got transferred to SBDC 
when the county boundary was reorganised. This land should not be considered as part of any future development. 
This is a valuable resource for the community Q3 Sites Not Identified I have had insufficient time to properly consider 
this question Q.4. While I do accept, at least in principle , much of what has been proposed. My experience of Q3 
proposals has lead me to question the options chosen as the councillors should already be aware of the situation! Q.5 If 
developments are tastefully done and planners fulfill their duties to ensure they are properly executed and fit in with 
the area esthetically and the area's ethos and local housing stock. Needs stronger control of natre of developments. 
Q.6. It is clear that there is Green Belt land close to the boundary of Farnham Royal and Slough; this land should be 
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protected from further incursions of Slough. Q 7. Unmet Needs I have had insufficient time to properly consider this 
question Q8. Affordable Housing This to my mind is a mis nomer as it is the 'fig leaf' used by Planning Departments and 
Developers to create developments which are totally inappropriate and unsuitable for the area. Also the proportion of 
'Affordable units are never actually affordabble for the target population concerned and the proportion is always 
negotiated away by the council for spurious reasons. Q 9. Travelors Needs I feel there is sufficient provision , in the 
Gerrards Cross area, which is constantly being abused and is the source of serious costs to the coucil and emergency 
services. I don’t feel more is required in the area and any additional provided should require some sort of bond 
guarantee. Q 10. I feel by being more open to granting 'ad hoc' permissions to tastefull small and appropriate 
developments, similar to West Common Close!Q.1 HEDNA I have had insufficient time to properly consider this 
question however I do question the statistics which have been offered in support of the councils argument. Q.2 SITES 
PROPOSED AND REJECTED. The Misbourne Commercial area. This was a historic experiment to provide a commercial 
site ---but is currently, and has been for some time, under occupied and under used. Which demonstrated that this is 
not a need for this .Gerrards Cross , area. Farnham Park Recreational area Farnham Park which is a Trust for the 
recreational use of the community (this is a wider community than the Farnhams) since the original trustees were Eton 
DC. And which only got transferred to SBDC when the county boundary was reorganised. This land should not be 
considered as part of any future development. This is a valuable resource for the community Q3 Sites Not Identified I 
have had insufficient time to properly consider this question Q.4. While I do accept, at least in principle , much of what 
has been proposed. My experience of Q3 proposals has lead me to question the options chosen as the councillors 
should already be aware of the situation! Q.5 If developments are tastefully done and planners fulfill their duties to 
ensure they are properly executed and fit in with the area esthetically and the area's ethos and local housing stock. 
Needs stronger control of natre of developments. Q.6. It is clear that there is Green Belt land close to the boundary of  
Farnham Royal and Slough; this land should be protected from further incursions of Slough. Q 7. Unmet Needs I have 
had insufficient time to properly consider this question  Q8. Affordable Housing This to my mind is a mis nomer as it is 
the 'fig leaf' used by Planning Departments and Developers  to create developments which are totally inappropriate 
and unsuitable for the area.. Also the proportion of 'Affordable units are never  actually affordabble for the target 
population concerned  and the proportion is always negotiated away by the council for spurious reasons. Q 9. 
Travellers Needs  I feel there is sufficient provision , in the Gerrards Cross area, which is constantly being abused and is 
the source of serious costs to the coucil and emergency services. I don’t feel more is required in the area and any 
additional provided should require some sort of bond guarantee.  Q 10. I feel by being more open to granting 'ad hoc' 
permissions to tastefull small and appropriate developments, similar to West Common Close! Sufficient units could be 
provided to fullfil  the local need. With the ageing population it will be necessary to provide facilities ( sheltered 
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housing for example ) since Government policy appears directed towards keeping the  elderly in the community both 
while in good health and  with medical needs not requiring hospital stays Q 11. I have had insufficient time to properly 
consider this question  Q 12. I have had insufficient time to properly consider this question Q 13.  Our area is 
sufficiently diverse and with enough brown sites to reder the use of Green belt land unecessary. Therefore the use of 
Green belt land should be resisted at all costs. I see it( Green Belt)  as a legacy handed down to be protected rather 
than being used for a shortterm answer to perceived need or as an 'easy option'.Ref General area 76 and the recreation 
grounds in Particular. However the use of general Area 69 and 65a  might be acceptable so long as it was not to be used 
as a precident. The strip general area 57a  should not be developed as it provides a valuable protection from the noise 
of the 413  to the buildings on or beyond (towards Gerrards Cross) the lower road. Q 14. I have had insufficient time to 
properly consider this question  . Q 15.I have had insufficient time to properly consider this question Q 16 Gerrards 
Cross and 'Farnam Common and Farnham Royal These area's have a chronic need for schools( Paticularly Secodary) and 
medical facilities for the current population profile. This aspect has to be addressed before a new dynamic of 
population is introduced. Q17.  I have had insufficient time to properly consider this question  Sufficient units could be 
provided to fullfil  the local need. With the ageing population it will be necessary to provide facilities ( sheltered 
housing for example ) since Government policy appears directed towards keeping the  elderly in the community both 
while in good health and  with medical needs not requiring hospital stays. 

Rep4446 Mr 
Sudip Das 

I have read the consulatation document and i do see a need for housing and other development however i strongly feel 
that this action would spoil the heritage and a negative impact on the green belt . Being a part of and living in AONB i 
feel hounourded as a resident of Amersham, and this development would not only have negative impact on the natural 
heriatge and beauty of the place , but will add increase burden on the infrastructure like schools , hospital and other 
public ameniteis . I am strongly against this development as i believe this will do more damage than to bring any benefit 
. 

  

Rep4447 Mr 
Robert Holmes 

I do not believe that the HEDNA is correct on the Joint Local Plan. This is all guesswork and the proportion of affordable 
homes appears to be low considering what the level of an affordable home in the chilterns might be. Any use of green 
belt will attract builders as it is easier and generally a lot cheaper to develop on green field sites rather than brown field 
sites of which there are many around Amersham and the chilterns. It would appear to be the easy option to release 
green belt land but the land suggested on the joint plan some of which is in AONB and other sites such as north of Quill 
Hall Lane being on a fairly steep slope towards the railway. All houses built on green belt usually command a premium 
which is pocketed by the developers on a promise that affordable homes would also be constructed. The term 
affordable needs defining as the last houses built on the Donkey Field in Little Chalfont are not affordable for some on 
average wages. There does not appear to have been much thought about whether the infra structure could cope with 
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an expansion into the green field sites. Quite a few roads around Amersham and Little Chalfont are narrow and already 
full of parked cars. There is no access available to most of the sites which could be wide enough to allow the refuse 
lorries to function properly. This has been borne out bt the cramped narrow road around Raans Road and the 
developments off such as the Cedars and the old school playing field site. There would appear to me to be plenty of 
sites available within the current constraints for development both for housing and for business. It would be a poor 
decision to allow green belt land to be taken away for some new industrial units which would then lead no doubt to 
more claims made of the green belt and soon Chesham, Amersham and Little Chalfont would effectivly be one town. 
We are already having to suffer from HS2 ruining the ANOB,s and destroying acres of woodland. Use up the sites within 
the towns and villages first. Consider housing in the town centres to be more than 2 storeys. If designed and thought 
out properly high rise appartments can be very attractive both for affordable and general occupation. There are many 
offices at present vacant and to let or for sale and this would suggest that there is not the demand the joint plan 
appears to want to suggest. Better use of the existing or redevelopment oof the existing is a far better policy. There is a 
large traveller site near Hazelmere which was at one time to be removed but never has been and the feeling I have is 
that this is a large enough area for the travelling community and if they insist on static vans they no longer are 
travellers and should be moved on. No other sites should be considered for use by the travelling community. Whilst I 
realise that the document has to look somewhat official I do feel that the use of accronyms and technical terms are 
used to confuse the general public in order to deter any involvement of the public to enable the councils to put the 
plan together and adopt it to meet targets. Perhaps figures and basic english and more consise paragraphs would be 
beneficial to all. 

Rep4448 Mr 
Jonathan Braid 

The area proposed for redevelopment in Chesham bordering Vale Road is a beautiful area and one of the mainj reasons 
that I have recently purchased a property in the surrounding area. the presence of the area of outstanding natural 
beauty and green belt was a deciding factor in our purchase and it is not clear that developing this would provide any 
benefits. It is more likely that this would create more traffic congestion on the berkhamstread road which is regularly 
tailing back and creating huge delays. destroying the green area is not why we movede to Chesham 

  

Rep4449 
Pauline Pickles 

I am responding to Question 2 of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating 
Issues and Options (January-March 2016). I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden 
should be made available for residential development because the local services and amenities are already under 
pressure, such as schools and doctors. We would also lose a valuable village facility, with the loss of local jobs. 
Accordingly, Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden should not be included amongst the HELAA sites deemed 
suitable for development. I am also opposed to the development of Green Belt in Great Missenden and Prestwood. The 
schools in Prestwood and Great Missenden are not of sufficient size to take any more children, and the local doctors 
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are always under pressure with appointments hard to obtain. Prestwood is also a massive village at present, and if it 
was developed further, it would lose its village charm. These comments refer to the spatial strategy options section 4.5-
4.8. 

Rep4450 Mrs 
Elizabeth Rose 

I am shocked and strongly against the proposed devlopment site at the rear of Stubbs Wood. I walk my dog daily in 
these woods and it would be a devastating loss and destruction of a beautiful and valued local woodland. I understood 
the site was within the designated Green Belt and an area of outstanding natural beauty - how can turning this into 
concrete be progress? On the one hand the government are pleading with us to get out, take fresh air, exercise and 
walk, the next they are happy to destroy our open and green areas. Access to the site would be exceedingly difficult, 
causing more pressure on already busy roads and no doubt exacerbating parking even further. 

  

Rep4451 Mark 
England 

Regarding the Major development plans affecting Little Chalfont, Chenies and Latimer… I object to the release of Green 
Belt land (Question 8). The point of Green Belt land is that it stays green and natural. I object to all of the proposed 
development as it is designated an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Already the traffic is sometimes as far back 
past Van Hage the garden centre all the way to M25 J18. This area and view is worth protecting from developers who 
care more for profit than valuing the beauty of this area. 

  

Rep4452 Mr 
Daniel 
Whitney 
Mosiac Town 
Planning on 
behalf of Mr 
Barry Jackson 
Eccleston 
Properties Inc. 
(c/o Dunard 
Ltd.) 

1 INTRODUCTION 1.1 These representations to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan: Initial Consultation (Regulation 
18) Incorporating Issues and Options (January 2016) are submitted on behalf of Eccleston Properties Inc., the owner of 
the Weir House Mill and adjacent land site on Latimer Road in Chesham (see Appendix 1 for site location). 1.2 It is 
currently an unallocated employment site located within the Green Belt (Policy GB1) on the edge of the built-up 
settlement of Chesham. 1.3 The land ownership of Eccleston Properties is shown on the plan within Appendix 1 of this 
document. This includes Weir House Mill which is occupied by Decco McMinn, a supplier of DIY, garden and houseware 
products to DIY stores and garden centres in the south of England and employing approximately 60 staff, many of 
whom live locally and walk or cycle to work. It has been in this use since being acquired by Douglas McMinn in 1950. 
The Decco McMinn site consists of a number of interlinked industrial/warehouse buildings, along with a raised concrete 
yard area and car parking with approximately 75 spaces. Weir House Mill itself is a Grade II listed Victorian brick-
building at the frontage of the site which is linked to further buildings to the rear. 1.4 The Eccleston Properties land also 
includes the adjacent former water bottling site in the western area of the site, containing several 
industrial/warehouse buildings, an adjacent landscaped area and a small man-made lake and stream which served the 
plant. 1.5 There is currently a sole access to the site off Latimer Road. However, a second access point and driveway 
incorporating a bridge over the River Chess was approved on the 14th August 2000 (ref: CH/2000/0952). This was 
originally intended to serve as a separate access to the water bottling plant (then owned by Nestle) in order to reduce 
vehicular conflict with the Decco McMinn site. However, as the water bottling plant site was subsequently bought by 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1248 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Eccleston Properties, the proposal was not implemented. 1.6 There is housing on the opposite side of Latimer Road at 
Mill Close, as well as a single bungalow adjacent to the south-east boundary and screened by vegetation. Eccleston 
Properties Inc. Response to Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (Initial Consultation) 2 1.7 The River Chess flows 
adjacent to the north of the site, south of Latimer Road. There are two further small lakes to the west of the site. 1.8 
According to the Chiltern Strategic Flood Risk Assessment: Fluvial Flood Risk Review, the site is affected by a mix of 
Flood Zone 3a and 3b, while the raised concrete yard is within a Dry Island. The whole site is located within a Critical 
Drainage Area in the existing Local Plan. 1.9 The purpose of this document is to put the site forward to be considered as 
suitable for redevelopment under employment or mixed-use. This is also supported by the Chiltern Chamber of 
Commerce (see supporting letter in Appendix 2). QUESTION 2 Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, 
particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites 
should be added? 2.1 It is proposed that the Weir House Mill and adjacent land site is added to the Housing and 
Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) to be considered as a site suitable for redevelopment under 
employment or mixed-use. 2.2 The land is an existing employment site which has not yet been considered within the 
HELAA. It meets the deliverability criteria within Planning Practice Guidance (Reference ID: 3-001- 20140306) of being 
suitable, available and achievable for economic development purposes. Suitability 2.3 The site is clearly suitable for 
employment development as it already in this use, with several industrial buildings of up to three storeys occupied by 
Decco McMinn who is an important business and employer in the area, along with buildings formerly in use as a water 
bottling plant. The overall site is under-utilised and in need of modernisation but future redevelopment and 
reconfiguration is significantly constrained due to it being an unallocated employment site within the Green Belt. The 
Employment Site Appraisals (March 2013) prepared by GL Hearn which assessed the site states that “overall the 
intensity of use is relatively low given the size of the site”. It is also indicates that the quality of existing buildings is 
generally poor. The appraisal does not dismiss the potential of redeveloping the site, stating that the site is of ‘average 
importance’ as part of the overall employment land portfolio. 2.4 The site is located adjacent to the built-up settlement 
boundary of Chesham and is therefore an appropriate and sustainable location for employment use with the capacity 
to support expanded employment development without significantly affecting the openness of the Green Belt. The site 
is well screened from public viewpoint by trees as well as the listed Eccleston Properties Inc. Response to Chiltern and 
South Bucks Local Plan (Initial Consultation) 4 buildings to the frontage which would be retained; this is confirmed 
within the Employment Site Appraisals which states that “The site is well hidden and screened from surrounding 
areas”. 2.5 While there is housing nearby, there are no bad neighbour uses within the site and it is not proposed that 
any such uses would be attracted to this location in the future. 2.6 The Broad Findings from the earlier Chiltern District 
Local Plan consultation on page 9 of the Issues and Options consultation document states that this "highlighted support 
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for a restructuring of Chesham employment base through identifying new employment space on the edge of the town 
in the Green Belt to encourage new investment, meet the needs of existing local businesses and support new local 
business start-ups and release of some outdated, poorly located employment space for housing/other uses”. It would 
be appropriate to prioritise the efficient use of existing employment sites in the Green Belt ahead of the release of 
greenfield sites within the Green Belt. 2.7 In terms of access, the principle of a new access point to the west on Latimer 
Road has previously been accepted by the Council (ref: CH/2000/0952) and would help to support a redeveloped or 
modernised site. There is also potential to make improvements to the existing access point if necessary. 2.8 While 
much of the site appears to be within Flood Zone 3, the majority of the site contains existing buildings and 
hardstanding and therefore any redevelopment would not increase the impermeable area of the site while there could 
be improved drainage proposals as a result of any redevelopment. The raised concrete hardstanding within the site 
also appears to be within a ‘Dry Island’. 2.9 While the site contains a group of Grade II listed buildings, Weir House Mill 
and the Mill House, the site could be sensitively redeveloped to ensure that these buildings and their settings are not 
detrimentally affected. Eccleston Properties Inc. Response to Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (Initial Consultation) 5 
Availability 2.10 The site is available for employment redevelopment with no legal or ownership problems which would 
affect it. The land is controlled by a landowner who has expressed an intention to redevelop and/or modernise the site 
in such a way as to make the most efficient use of a previously developed site. Achievability 2.11 The site is achievable 
for redevelopment and/or modernisation as there is a reasonable prospect that the site can be redeveloped during the 
plan period. 2.12 The existing premises have reached the end of their lifespan and require significant maintenance, 
modernisation and reconfiguration to ensure it can meet the needs of Decco McMinn and to attract new tenants. 3 
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. 3.1 We are 
supportive of the Broad Findings from the earlier consultation on the Plan Vision and Objectives which highlighted 
support for a restructuring of Chesham’s employment base, particularly through identifying new employment space on 
the edge of the town in the Green Belt to encourage new investment and to meet the needs of existing local businesses 
and support new local business start-ups. 3.2 In recognising Weir House Mill as an Opportunity Proposal site for 
potential employment or mixed-use redevelopment, this could allow an area of land at the former water bottling site 
to be released for other uses. Eccleston Properties Inc. Response to Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (Initial 
Consultation) 6 3.3 It would also encourage the site to be reconfigured and modernised in a way that is likely to attract 
new investment, while ensuring that the existing business at the site, Decco McMinn, can continue to grow sustainably. 
4 QUESTIONS 5 AND 6 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? 
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6. Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of 
these options? 4.1 We are supportive of Option K (iv) which states ‘Specifically to help meet office, warehousing and 
industrial employment needs…consider policy options/scope to increase employment potential on existing 
employment sites within the Green Belt”. 4.2 Before releasing greenfield sites within the Green Belt for employment, it 
is logical to ensure there is policy scope to increase the potential of existing employment sites within the Green Belt. 
This could be achieved through the wording of the future Economic Development Policies on page 57, including the 
Employment Land, Chesham Employment Land Restructuring and Opportunity Proposal Sites policies. 4.3 The potential 
of some existing unallocated employment land within the Green Belt is currently constrained by restrictive policy which 
limits the scope to improve them to meet the needs of existing and future business’ at the site. 4.4 As an example, 
Decco McMinn who is the only existing occupier at Weir House Mill in Chesham is a growing business which has had 
difficulties in realising its potential because its employment use is not recognised by a designation in the current Local 
Plan. A planning application for a temporary 5 year permission for a 40m x 15m storage building was submitted in 
October 2014 as Decco McMinn had an urgent requirement additional covered Eccleston Properties Inc. Response to 
Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (Initial Consultation) 7 storage of garden products to ensure the efficient operation 
and continued growth of the business. The Council made it clear that new permanent structures would not be 
permitted due to its Green Belt location and initially only allowed a 2 year permission due to alleged harm to the Green 
Belt. 4.5 This was subsequently extended for an additional 3 years and this approval helped Decco McMinn secure an 
important contract with its largest supplier. The contract was vital to the continued growth of the business and resulted 
in additional employment at the site. 4.6 There are clear benefits to the community of enabling Decco McMinn to 
continue growing on its existing site. It would will result in additional employment creation and secure existing 
employment at the site. These benefits have been recognised by the Parish Council who indicated its support for the 
storage building in its consultation response and specifically commented that it “welcomes the application which will 
assist a long-standing employer within the town to provide further local employment opportunities”. 5 QUESTIONS 15 
Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7? 5.1 Development in the Green Belt Policy – This 
should also refer to the identification of Opportunity Proposal Sites within the Green Belt including the site at Weir 
House Mill. 5.2 Chesham Employment Restructuring Policy – This should also refer to the identification of employment 
space on the edge of the town in the Green Belt to encourage new investment, meet the needs of existing local 
businesses and support new local business start-ups. This point is referred to within the Broad Findings from the earlier 
consultation on the Plan Vision and Objectives on page 9 of the document. 5.3 Opportunity Proposal Sites Policy – The 
Weir House Mill and adjacent land site should be identified as an Opportunity Proposal Site where development can be 
brought forward for employment or a mix of uses. 
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Rep4453 Miss 
Gail Hunt P.A. 
- Sales 

Please, please do not build on Greenbelt. I moved to Chesham from Harrow because I can now overlook fields and see 
the beauty of nature. Cannot bear to think these may well be built on. The roads are already too busy, especially Lye 
Green Road which I am on and the country lanes will suffer dreadfully and become more dangerous than they already 
are. Please don't turn Chesham into another borough of London, since I have lived here since 2002 I can see it gradually 
changing. It is a beautiful part of England that should be treasured. We are constantly being threatened with 
construction, HS2 and now housing, how much more can we take? 

  

Rep4455 Mrs 
Josephine 
O'Flynn 

Q.1 HEDNA I have had insufficient time to properly consider this question however I do question the statistics which 
have been offered in support of the councils argument. Q.2 SITES PROPOSED AND REJECTED. The Misbourne 
Commercial area. This was a historic experiment to provide a commercial site ---but is currently, and has been for some 
time, under occupied and under used. Which demonstrated that this is not a need for this .Gerrards Cross , area. 
Farnham Park Recreational area Farnham Park which is a Trust for the recreational use of the community (this is a 
wider community than the Farnhams) since the original trustees were Eton DC. And which only got transferred to SBDC 
when the county boundary was reorganised. This land should not be considered as part of any future development. 
This is a valuable resource for the community Q3 Sites Not Identified I have had insufficient time to properly consider 
this question Q.4. While I do accept, at least in principle , much of what has been proposed. My experience of Q3 
proposals has lead me to question the options chosen as the councillors should already be aware of the situation! Q.5 If 
developments are tastefully done and planners fulfill their duties to ensure they are properly executed and fit in with 
the area esthetically and the area's ethos and local housing stock. Needs stronger control of natre of developments. 
Q.6. It is clear that there is Green Belt land close to the boundary of Farnham Royal and Slough; this land should be 
protected from further incursions of Slough. Q 7. Unmet Needs I have had insufficient time to properly consider this 
question Q8. Affordable Housing This to my mind is a mis nomer as it is the 'fig leaf' used by Planning Departments and 
Developers to create developments which are totally inappropriate and unsuitable for the area. Also the proportion of 
'Affordable units are never actually affordabble for the target population concerned and the proportion is always 
negotiated away by the council for spurious reasons. Q 9. Travellers Needs I feel there is sufficient provision , in the 
Gerrards Cross area, which is constantly being abused and is the source of serious costs to the coucil and emergency 
services. I don’t feel more is required in the area and any additional provided should require some sort of bond 
guarantee. Q 10. I feel by being more open to granting 'ad hoc' permissions to tastefull small and appropriate 
developments, similar to West Common Close! Sufficient units could be provided to fullfil the local need. With the 
ageing population it will be necessary to provide facilities ( sheltered housing for example ) since Government policy 
appears directed towards keeping the elderly in the community both while in good health and with medical needs not 
requiring hospital stays Q 11. I have had insufficient time to properly consider this question Q 12. I have had insufficient 
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time to properly consider this question Q 13. Our area is sufficiently diverse and with enough brown sites to reder the 
use of Green belt land unecessary. Therefore the use of Green belt land should be resisted at all costs. I see it as a 
legacy handed down to be protected rather than being used for a shortterm answer to perceived need or as an 'easy 
option'.Ref General area 76 and the recreation grounds in Particular. However the use of general Area 69 and 65a 
might be acceptable so long as it was not to be used as a precident. The strip general area 57a should not be developed 
as it provides a valuable protection from the noise of the 413 to the buildings on or beyond (towards Gerrards Cross) 
the lower road. Q 14. I have had insufficient time to properly consider this question . Q 15.I have had insufficient time 
to properly consider this question Q 16 Gerrards Cross and 'Farnam Common and Farnham Royal These area's have a 
chronic need for schools( Paticularly Secodary) and medical facilities for the current population profile. This aspect has 
to be addressed before a new dynamic of population is introduced. Q17.  I have had insufficient time to properly 
consider this question.  

Rep4456 Mrs 
Margret 
Gingell 

I am responding with a particular viewpoint of Chesham as that is where I know best in the area but some comments 
probably also apply elsewhere. This probably counts as a response to Question 16: A major concern for me is whether 
the infrastructure can cope with any proposed or planned developments. Schools and Doctors, and other health care 
provision, already seem to be full to capcity in majority of the cases and I would want to be assured that funding and 
resources (both buildings and the professionals to work in the schools and GP surgeries) were available before there 
any major additional housing - or industry in the case of health care provision -were granted planning permission. The 
other key infrastucture is our roads. Chesham is in a double valley and all roads get funneled down into the one road at 
the bottom of the valley. We already experience major congestion at points in each day and I cannot see how the roads 
could cope with much more traffic. Recent roadworks with 3 way lights in Red Lion Street succeeded in blocking 
Chesham and surrounding areas with traffic and all the resultant pollution. The queues extended well beyond the town 
boundary in 3 or 4 directions. There does not appear to be a plan to change the road layout in anyway and I find it hard 
to conceive of means of increasing the capacity of the existing roads without major expenditure and upheaval. This is 
without mentioning the state of the surface of some of those roads at present. I recognise that more housing must be 
provided but think this would be better accomplished by smaller infilling as far as possible rather than growing the 
town. This will also help avoid too much pressure on water provision in any point of the town. Question 12 and 13: It 
would be misguided to designate the Berkhampsted Field and the Nashleigh Recreation Ground as available for housing 
or industrial use. The Berkhamsted field is a chalk grassland habitat home to wild flowers and the dinghy skipper 
butterfly which is in decline. It is a much needed brathing space for the town. At a time when everyone is trying to 
encourage more activite pursuits for children especially it would seem foolish to lose the one recreation ground in this 
area of the town, Nashleigh Recreation ground. These amenities are well used by locals for walking and playing and are 
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also of immeasurable worth to look at - we need to see more than housing and concrete for our mental well-being. 
Apart from the loss of amenities, Vale Road suffers from flooding now when there is heavy rain and run off from these 
two fields - how much worse and more frequent will this be if the grass is covered in concrete? To expand further up 
hill with commercial and industrial premises will only worsen the possibility of flooding and the congestion on the raods 
which are not capable of carrying the large lorries or even more quantity of vehicles. 

Rep4457 
Justin Edwards 

Little Chalfont and the surrounding area is an area of outstanding natural beauty. My family moved here for this 
reason. Our village is the first true countryside oasis in this direction on the route from London and it should be 
preserved. Engulfing it in London’s sprawl by building on the green belt will ruin the experience that we love here. As 
you turn into Lodge Lane from Burton’s lane, for example, you experience a truly beautiful landscape that is one of a 
kind for miles around. We live on this road and love being here for this reason. Why ruin this way of life for so many of 
us when you can expand existing towns and brownfield sites that need regeneration? Leave the beautiful villages as 
separate satellites of the local towns so there are beautiful places for people to live in from where the can travel to 
work in the lager towns. With regards to the consultation, we couldn’t even get into the village hall for the meeting as 
it was full – many were turned away (my email address was collected but I received no communication about the 
meeting I missed)…so you have not carried an adequate consultation process. Information on the proposals is cloudy, 
confusing and overly lengthy…you are not being transparent. Where will the extra parking be – there are already 
queues into Chenies Parade which cause traffic jams along Amersham Way right up to the BP Garage on occasion. How 
will you deal with the extra traffic? How are you going to expand the village centre to cater for the influx of demand on 
shops and services? What will the school catchments be? My overall feeling, though, is that it will be devastating to 
lose our beautiful green belt and the countryside feel to the village. You do not need to ruin our way of life to make 
way for a grander plan. There are commercial parties, property speculators and opportunists who stand to gain from 
their land being eligible for building in the area and these people have nothing but their own financial benefit in mind. 
You need to consider the livelihoods of those already living here, rather than the gains other people, unconnected in a 
meaningful way to the village, might be in line to make. However you view the tone of this letter, please recognise that 
I could not be stronger in my objection to these proposals. 
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Rep4458 Mrs 
Zoe Horwood 

Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltern/South Bucks? School places will 
be under considerable pressure should this development go ahead. This woul dneed to seriously considered if this 
development went ahead. In addition the traffic levels would increase significantly and therefore associated pollution. 
Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? 
More affordable housing should be consdered when granting planning applications. Majority of development is purely 
for the developmers financial gain, with a few affordable units thrown in because it is expected. Developers should be 
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expected to offer more affordable units as part of any development. 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. 
Please consider preserving Nashleigh Hill recreation ground area and surrounding fields (e.g. Berkhampstead Field) as a 
green space designation. If the play equipment were to be upgraded it would be beneficial, as many children from that 
area do use this space. It is used for dog walking, sledging when it snows, kite flying, runners do circuits with the hill 
each end. We use it for my daughter to play in, we have had picnics there. It is also home to a variety of wildlife, 
including the insects that have been encouraged to live there with the chalk meadow section and wild flowers such as 
the bee orchind and grasses. Bees and Butterflies are in decline and it is important that areas are kept to encourage 
them. Also many Red Kites nest in the trees surrounding it. 

Rep4459 Mr 
Christopher 
Gregory 

Question 1 I do not agree with the 'best fit' suggested. The housing markets and requirements in more outlying regions 
are differenet to those closer to London. The assessment seems to make no account of the purpose of the greenbelt, 
nor the value of it. Question 2 The HELAA is a questionable document produced by Arup, the same companay that has 
proposed a less than sensitive route for HS2. I am fundamanataly opposed to the analysis within the document, which 
is based upon the judgement that if there is a far degree of seperation between towns then it is acceptable to develop 
the land, regardless of the far reaching views etc. The entire document should be reassess and more appropriate sites 
identified. Question 3 There are many 'partially' developed sites that could be utilised to far greater effect than just 
laziliy opting to encroach onto open countryside. For example the land to eitherside of The White Lion Roads has the 
character of a suburban area with scraps of land underutilised, but the plan suggestes building houses on elevated 
ground that would be clearly visible from the Chess Valley. Question 4 I agree that better protection is needed for the 
greenbelt, but this consulatation document seems to offer the exact opposite. Question 5 The only sensible argument 
is to consider all options, which should be looked at on a macro-level by parish councils/distrcit councils to identify all 
potential areas for sensitive development rather than making large in-roads into the open countryside such as this 
containted within the currenet consultation document. Question 6 I totally and utterly disagree with all sites currently 
identified and am amazed that CDC, who have taken such pains to protect the greeneblt, should be issuing such a 
document. It seems incongorous that areas such as the land on the White Lion Road as previously mentioned, 
Nightingales Lane where there are large areas of garden, Waterside in Chesham, and areas currently surrounded on 
three sides by development are not suggested, but other sites of open countryside are. In particular the idea of 
commercial buildings on the corner of Stoney Lane, on the histroic Chenies Estate and at one of the key entrances to 
the Chess Valley seems to fly in the face of all policy to date. Question 7 Part of the unmet needs are to care for the 
beaurty and openess of the greenbelt, not just for local residents but for the many who travel to our area from central 
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london at weekends to enjoy some respite from the city. Question 8 The LPA and Housing Associations could review 
the previuos public sector housing areas to see how they could be further developed to provide better use of land. 
Question 9 No comment Question 10 No comment Question 11 The current arrangmenets do not appeasr to be failing 
us. Question 12 No comment Question 13 No comment Question 14 No comment Question 15 No comment Question 
16 I am against CIL as a matter of principle. Part of the problem with the shortage of housing being provided in many 
areas is down to high CIL/Section 106/socila housing payments rendering development uneconomic. 

Rep4460 Cindy 
Jones 

Q2 HELAA Ref CD0219 Blizzards Yard is wholly unsuitable for development due to being on a flood plain, above the HS2 
tunnel route and is a safe guard area and its needed for village parking and should be removed from the plan. During 
the floods of 2014 Village business was hampered due to nobody being able to park and cross the high st. Q3 There are 
no alternative sites in Chalfont St Giles. Q's 5-8 The required housing needs need to be delivered through the Duty to 
Cooperate. Aylesbury Vale could usefully assist in delivering housing and other needs in the period to 2036 Build 
somewhere more suitable that is not AONB, Green Belt or compromised in any other way. South Bucks has less 
population that Chiltern District and a need for more housing due to the Cross Rail. Q16 The evidence shows there are 
significant constraints and we would be unable to delivery ANY quantity of development in the Village and its 
surroundings. Q17, I am opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as 
Stone Meadow (Upper and Lower). See earlier response by post. This has been a Poor Consultation Process The short 
time scale, complexity and amount of info for me to read as a resident means that many people with genuine opinions 
and concerns may have been disenfranchised. We all need a further, genuine opportunity to inform the plan making 
process and it is not left to this solitary, statutory consultation stage 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 
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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 ifiture development of the land owned by Chiltem 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, home riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists. D. Contains woodland which 
should be or is already protected. E. Contains the Chiltem 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 women ftture flooding for village centre C. Houses built on this area would be 
uninsumble 1). 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 A41 3 is already at 
maximum capacity at rush hour C. The character of the village would be negatively impacted by such a large 
development 0. 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. Please accept this submission to cover all or any relevant questions 
although I understand question 17 allows for anything of relevance to be discussed I suspect there are answers her to 
6/11/12/l3/14/15/17 etc I would like to start by saying the language and structure of the whole document and 
including the questions could not have been more confusing. Mays were not marked with any streets or markings, 
areas that were supposed to be marked for attention were green, the same as the fields so they looked like there was 
little development. If I had a suspicious mind I would actually say this plan was published deliberately to confuse people 
and to enable the Council to get their own way. 

Rep4461 
Howard 
Browning 

My wife and I are long standing residents of Stoke Poges and Farnham Common, having lived in Parsonage Lane for the 
last 12 years. We were away on holiday when our local neighbourhood watch started forwarding emails and whilst we 
can't complete with answers to the 17 questions you have posed in the time required is today at 5pm, we would like to 
register our total opposition to the very notion that you can be considering concreting over the Farnham Park Sports 
fields to build a range of houses. As the sports field runs along Parsonage Lane, any development would severely affect 
the following: 1. Removal of the last remaining green belt buffer between slough and our villages. There are plenty of 
sports fields in Slough to ruin before ours if they believe this is a good idea. 2. Dramatic increase in road usage on the 
A355, which is already extremely busy as it serves as the M40 access for HGV's from the Slough trading estate. 3. 
Potential to send thousands of cars up the narrow and quiet Parsonage Lane to avoid the A355. 4. Devastating negative 
impact on property values in Parsonage Lane with the development of a council estate. I realise it's always considered 
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selfish to mention house values, but we chose where we brought our home and have worked very hard to maintain it 
for our retirement. Any proposed development on Farnham Park would now place that in grave jeopardy. We totally 
disagree with any change if use to Farnham Park which would lead to the elimination of a green safety buffer between 
the town of Slough in Berkshire and our village of Farnham Common in Buckinghamshire and respectively ask that you 
place these objections on public record. In the time limit we have, this is all I can write, but we will fight this to the very 
end if needs be, until an alternative and sensible site can be proposed. 

Rep4463 Mrs 
Pauline 
Sanchez-
Horneros 
Rep4464 Mr 
Eusebio 
Sanchez-
Horneros 

1. We don't agree with the needs assessment for travellers we think this is very excessive, and would be concerned if 
sites were in the proximity of residential areas. 2. Green belt parcel 47B is highly inappropriate because it is a) green 
belt, b) not recommended by ARUP and c) alongside a road with enormous congestion due to the schools in Bull Lane. 
Parcel 57B we agree with ARUPs recommendation against the use of this site. Furthermore there are many trees on the 
site with preservation orders. Parcel 65A seems a reasonable option. Parcel 69 we agree with ARUP that this site is 
inappropriate. 3. There are none that we are aware of. 4. We agree. 5. The major concern in Gerrards Cross is that 
there is a lack of infrastructure to support any additional housing or commercial development. Also, we are strongly 
against the use of Green Belt. We note that there is significant availability of Commercial Property which is not being 
used. 6. See response to question 5. 7. No comments. 8. The house prices in Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter make 
it unrealistic to include affordable housing. It would be better to locate this in places like Aylesbury Vale and Milton 
Keynes. 9. We strongly object to extra space being made available for Gypsies and Travellers in GX and Chalfont areas 
due to the problems they cause and the damage to the environment. 10. We believe it is important to find ways to 
meet the specialist elderly accommodation needs. 11. Gerrards Cross is over 100 years old and Chalfont St Peter's dates 
back much further, so we think it is important to recognise local heritage assets and keep our sense of place and 
community. 12. We are not aware. 13. All existing commons should be given special protection. 14. No. 15. We agree 
with the Council. 16. We think the settlement infrastructure capacity is important and support the CIL as part of this 
process to ensure that any building is not undertaken without the appropriate improvement to infrastructure. 17. We 
want the Council to be completely transparent and keep residents informed of any decisions that are being made 
before they are passed. Clearly the Parish Council have a much better understanding of the local plan, therefore, we 
urge the County Council to pay particular attention to the feedback and comments of Gerrards Cross Town Council. 

  

Rep4465 Mr 
Martin D 
Fahey 

I write to lodge my fierce objection to the proposed plans for the significant expansion of housing in Little Chalfont. The 
plans to destroy areas of outstanding natural beauty and green belt are unacceptable and constitute a failing of our 
duty to conserve/steward such areas. Furthermore the additional traffic from the increased population would also 
damage the area, transforming an area of beauty to just another suburb of London. Further to concerns of 
conservation, my concerns are also for the infrastructure of the local area; believing that such an increase in population 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1258 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

would be to the detriment of local services. I feel particularly strongly about these plans, having recently chosen to live 
in this area, escaping the busyness of a more built up towns, investing in the area on the belief that the terms Green 
Belt and Area of 'Outstanding Natural Beauty' meant something. I am aware of local groups who had had an 
opportunity to formalise complaints in fuller detail. I support the objections that have been levied by these groups. 

Rep4466 Mr 
Charles 
Desoutter 

I have lived in the Amersham/Beaconsfield area for most of my working life and therefore I have experienced first-hand 
how the locality has developed during the last 30 years or so. Over this time the area has had to absorb considerable 
change as the pressure on the south east of England has intensified and in turn the South Bucks and Chiltern areas have 
had to reflect this change. In my opinion the Chiltern area is now already being stretched beyond what it can 
reasonably cope with. The general infrastructure in the area is clearly not coping with todays’ pressures, in fact I 
believe the situation has almost got to breaking point. Given that the HS2 project is now certain to proceed I believe 
this additional change will result in the area being changed beyond all recognition. Having studied the proposed 
development plans for all the individual areas with the Chiltern and South Bucks Consultant document I cannot see 
how the proposed developments can be accommodated without totally destroying the environment we live in. The 
scale of the developments being contemplated is of such enormous proportions that I feel we shall just become part of 
the greater London region. The new housing plans will exacerbate the already dire traffic problems around the towns 
of Amersham, Chesham and Beaconsfield. Clearly the other Chiltern towns are suffering in the same way. We already 
have to endure road surfaces that are worse than anything that is encountered in the whole of Europe let alone making 
comparisons to so called developing countries. The pot holes in the roads of South Bucks are appalling by anybody’s 
standard and yet we seem surprised when more and more 4x4 cars are seen on the roads – maybe it is because they 
are the only vehicles which can tackle the every growing frequency and size of the South Bucks pot holes. Whilst it is 
inevitable that additional building areas need to be opened up for new buildings it appears this is the primary answer 
to over congestion problem. Surely greater use of the brownfield areas should be made and a bigger incentives granted 
to ensure this resource is used first before embarking on destroying more and more of the greenbelt countryside. To 
sum up I feel the plans being put forward can only be described as grossly damaging to Chilterns - simply a step too far. 
Much more care needs to be taken of our valuable environment. 
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Rep4467 Lisa 
Clyne 

SBDC recommendation test site in Stoke Poge,area bounded by Park Road,Grays Park Road and West End Lane. This 
key area of Green belt needs to be protected and remain as Green belt land particularly as it is on the outskirts and will 
lead to urban sprawl,merging settlements with adjoining settlements eg Slough. Slough have already tried to impose 
schools into Stoke Poges,there will end up being no separation between us & Slough - do not let them swallow us up! 
To quote NPPF9 par 79 'the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land 
permanently open' . Stoke Poges is being encroached upon,it does not have the infrastructure to support further 
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development. Recommended test site - Chalfont St Peter Mill Meadow- this is a much used area,eg,football 
club,community centre,park,playing pitches,there is no other area central to the village where this could be 
relocated.As well as this,the local middle school use it daily for PE lessons & athletic activities as they do not have a 
playing field within their school grounds,they would have nowhere to fulfil these activities. Any SBDC recommended 
test site that is on the borders to another district is not suitable for redevelopment. EG Middle Green. Brownfield sites 
should be the main focus of redevelopment. 

available on brownfield sites. 

 

Rep4468 
Roger Funk 

Whilst I have been closely involved with the response from the Little Chalfont community (I am Chairman of Little 
Chalfont Community Association and a signatory to the formal response), I nevertheless wish to add some personal 
comments. Firstly, and bearing in mind that the Joint Response from the Community Association and Parish Council 
presents conclusions that reflect the views of the community. I would nonetheless place on record that I align myself 
completely with its contents, analysis, interpretations and conclusions. However, there are three issues that I want to 
highlight: The need to exclude Little Chalfont as a main settlement for growth’ Infrastructure Green Belt and AONB 
retention Excluding Little Chalfont as a ‘main settlement for growth’ This exclusion was requested 12months ago, based 
on: a) an increasing awareness that this was not only against the wishes of the community and b) a belief that the 
infrastructure problems could not be resolved There have been no subsequent discussions between yourselves and the 
community representatives and there has been no change proposed in the ‘new’ and current consultation, as had been 
hoped. In the last 12m, many of my fears for the potential adverse effects have worsened and the community is facing 
pressures in almost all areas of its stretched infrastructure - not helped by development of at least 50 additional 
dwellings from approved planning applications for the village — plus effects from development elsewhere — and this is 
before any consideration of growth, as put forward in the Emerging Local Plan. Taking into account what I have also 
learnt about what can and, more particularly, cannot be resolved by way of infrastructure improvements, it suggests to 
me that there is a complete misunderstanding of Little Chalfont’s present situation and of the devastating effects that 
would result, should any major developments for the village remain within the Local Plan. If this is your vision for Little 
Chalfont, I have to say that it is seriously misconceived and urgently needs a review. I urge you to amend the Core 
Strategy and remove Little Chalfont as a ‘main settlement for growth’ Infrastructure The Infrastructure Capacity Study 
reveals what I believe you already knew i.e. that there are problems in all aspects of infrastructure for many 
settlements in the District and that much work is needed to evidence the precise detail. However, I fail to see how the 
issues can be resolved satisfactorily. All Local Authorities are under financial pressure and this means that use of the 
Community Infrastructure Levy is inevitable. At the same time, developments would need to be of large enough size to 
generate the monies needed and these may still be insufficient to prepare the infrastructure needed, in advance of any 
new building taking place. The inevitable conclusion is that, if approached on a settlement by settlement basis, the 
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infrastructure issues would not be resolved and the character of each settlement would be changed, seriously 
detracting from the Chiltems being an attractive place to live. Regarding Little Chalfont in particular, it has grown 
materially from being a rural village to one that is semi-rural but its infrastructure capacity has reached (and in some 
cases exceeded) its limits and there will never be enough money to resolve its infrastructure issues for developments 
on surrounding land. Even if large developments went ahead in surrounding settlements, it would also be inevitable 
that there will be unacceptable increases in traffic and demand for parking, through and within the village - given the 
A404 running through the centre. No other settlement will be faced with this problem (and it differentiates Liffle 
Chalfont from the rest of the District). This suggests to me that the best way forward for the Local Plan, should be by 
way of a new settlement (either within or without the District), where all the infrastructure and sustainability issues can 
be put in place horn the outset by the developers, at a much more viable cost. Green Belt and AONB Little Chalfont has 
challenged your vision with regard to the Green Belt and AONB and requested that you incorporate into the Local Plan, 
their defence, protection and enhancement as part of the District’s vision. I strongly share this aim. National policy is 
clear that the need for new housing does not provide ‘very special circumstances’ that will permit new housing 
development on Green Belt land but were it to be allowed, the character of our settlements would change forever and, 
again, have a detrimental effect on the whole of the Chilterns. There are no clear statements at the present stage of 
the Emerging Plan process that this stronger vision is adopted and I earnestly hope that this is ultimately reflected in 
the Local Plan. My principal point is that, given such a vision, the only serious (and viable) way forward would be to 
have a new settlement that will deliver the majority of the housing needs, without altering the character of the existing 
settlements within the District(s) and retaining most, if not all of the Green Belt for the benefit, in particular, of future 
generations. This may be difficult (but perhaps not impossible) within the Chiltern District and therefore adds weight to 
using the Duty to Cooperate to achieve this outcome. Some Green Belt may be lost but the price to pay would be so 
much less than the alternative. Conclusion I imagine that most residents in the Chilterns have moved to the District 
because of the attractiveness of the Green Belt and particularty the AONB From my own observations and 
conversations, residents recognise the need for new housing and are willing to play their part by accepting new housing 
wiNu their existing settlements but are totally against any development that will alter the character of the Chilterns 
and the settlements within it. Standing back and taking the wider view, backed by the points made above on 
Infrastructure and Green BeIt/AONB, I can only reach the conclusion that a new settlement is the way forward. If 
pursued and achieved, it would, of course, also be an acceptable solution for Little Chalfont.  

Rep4470 Mrs 
Kim Pennell 

Building on this Green Belt and area of Outstanding Natural Beauty is unacceptable. The crossroads at the bottom of 
Stony Lane is already a busy and dangerous junction and would not be able to handle the extra traffic. Latimer Road is 
also a very busy road and overused. How about the local schools, how will they handle the extra intake? How about the 
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wildlife? 

Rep4471 Mrs 
Linda Whittred 

Question 8 and Question 17 Responses: There is insufficient instrastructure at present in the local area to support 
exisiting housing. An increase in population would necessitate: - new schools (both primary and secondary) being built, 
as the exisiting ones are already over subscribed with children currently living within walking distance unable to gain a 
place and having to be transported to less local ones - increased presure on existing health care currently provided by 
High Wycombe, Stoke Mandeville and Watford, together with doctors' surgeries - station car parks at Little Chalfont, 
Amersham and Chorleywood are already full, with the overflow parking on roads nearby, causing traffic congestion The 
road from J18 of the M25 coming through the village of Chenies towards Chesham is a very narrow and windy country 
road, which splits at the crossroads at the bottom of Stoney Lane to head towards Ley Hill and Flaunden - this is already 
a blackspot for traffic accidents/fatalities - any increase of traffic during construction of the potential site with large 
construction vehicles, and thereafter with potential residents and delivery lorries will only worsen this situation, as 
which ever way the site is approached it is via very narrow, twisty lanes. Any potential building whether industrial or 
residential will have a devastating effect on the current area of outstanding natural beauty, which will greatly impact 
the variety of fauna and flora currently inhabitating the area. Once this has been lost it will be gone forever, and it will 
be impossible to recreate. 

  

Rep4472 
Michelle 
Montgomery 

I was both shocked and saddened to learn of the Council’s proposal to relax regulations around the Greenbelt and/or 
the Chiltern AONB in order to allow either residential or employment development on those lands. When I first moved 
to the UK eight years ago I found it astonishing that properties built in such close proximity to one another could 
command such high prices. It seemed unfathomable to me that a detached house with a price tag of nearly £1 million 
could essentially have the neighbour’s living room wall in their own back garden! However, after heading into 
Westwood and on to the Chess Valley, through Latimer, Chenies and beyond, I began to understand the logic behind 
this model of clustered residential development. Primarily it ensures that this incredible, pristine countryside is 
available for everyone to access and not just those who can afford an expensive house with a large garden and nice 
view. Therefore, when answering Question 5 of the consultation document I am resolutely in favour of continuing in 
this vein with Option A, making more efficient and effective use of land within built-up areas such as increasing building 
density or heights. Surely we can meet our share of the required development within non-Greenbelt or AONB lands. 
The UK as a country is very proud of the planning laws which have protected its history so far - and with good reason. 
Assets such as those maintained by English Heritage and the National Trust are worth protecting, both for ourselves 
and for future generations. I would argue that the stretch of land between Westwood, Bell Lane, Latimer Road and up 
to Chenies is of equal historical value as any grade 1 or 2 listed building that is afforded protection and as such deserves 
vigilant defence against any development either now or in the future. Unfortunately I have seen the devastation that 
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can be wreaked in an area that did not have the benefit of the visionaries who created the Greenbelt and AONB 
legislation. I was raised in a town not dissimilar to Little Chalfont in that it is within the commuter belt of New York City. 
It is where people moved when they wanted to raise their children in a place with good schools and a leafy outlook. As 
is the case here, the area struggled with the same issues – overpopulation, a lack of affordable housing, inadequate 
infrastructure, protection of the environment. However, due to a lack of the aforementioned planning vision the 
unrestricted growth has led to urban sprawl of epic proportions. In more areas than not, you can now drive through 
five or more towns without any realisation that you have even left one and entered another. The only place residents 
can enjoy countryside or open space in these areas is now in city or state maintained public parks or in their own 
private back gardens. If we are not duly vigilant in protecting what the creators of the Greenbelt and AONB saved for 
us, we will soon find ourselves in similar circumstances here. We must do everything in our power to ensure that these 
areas of countryside are kept safe from this fate. 

Rep4473 Mr 
Neil Hamilton 

As a long-time resident of Little Chalfont, both growing up and then later on as I moved back to the area as a property 
renter and subsequently owner, I have benefitted, as my young children are also now doing, from its wonderful 
environment and surroundings. The prospect of major construction across the sites identified in the proposal is 
extremely worrying. It will undoubtedly cause a permanent change to the character, functionality and charm of Little 
Chalfont and will have a major negative impact to the residents, for many of whom it has been home for many years 
and engenders a strong sense of communal pride. The proposal as I see it has many drawbacks, which can be 
deconstructed into the following broad categories; Administrative, Emotional and Practical. I have read a number of 
other opposition submissions which refer in detail to the many administrative objections in a manner far more 
accomplished than I would be capable (particularly, as has been noted by many, due to the fact that only a handful of 
days before the March 14th deadline was full disclosure of the necessary reports made), however I would particularly 
endorse the view that any categorisation of certain Green Belt sites as ‘poor’ is a reflection only of the fact that CDC has 
not kept up its duty to maintain the Green Belt areas adequately. If anything this strengthens the case against 
development of these ‘poor’ sites as it indicates that further work is needed to ensure their continued existence. 
Allowing an area of Green Belt to decay to the extent that construction development is required on what was 
previously considered a vital and untouchable natural area would be a damning indictment of CDC’s effectiveness and 
obligation to the local area. As for the emotional reasons for opposing development of the Green Belt, there are also 
many more convincing and profound arguments that have already been made than I would be able to improve upon, 
save to say that the enjoyment that I and more recently my children, have taken from the superb local scenery and 
opportunity for exploring and connecting with the beautiful countryside surrounding us is something that has been a 
huge boon to my quality of life and to Little Chalfont as a locality overall. My focus will be on the numerous practical 
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considerations which make the prospect of large-scale development a disturbing prospect. As I have experienced Little 
Chalfont as a resident through my own childhood, school days, working life as a commuter and now family life with my 
young children I feel I am in a position that, while not unique, is one from which I have significant insight into the day to 
day working of the town. The first place I would start is with transport: In 2002 I began my career working in London 
and experienced a straightforward and relatively pleasant train and tube service from Chalfont & Latimer station into 
work every day for the first few months in my new job, before moving to live in London for approximately four years. 
On returning to Little Chalfont to live in 2007 I noticed that the commute had become significantly busier than before 
but still relatively untroubled. However over the ensuing years, as more residential development has taken place both 
in and surrounding Little Chalfont, the train and tube service has become significantly busier to the extent that a 
commuter on the Chiltern Rail service in the morning has around a 50% chance of a seat and therefore the prospect at 
least twice a week of an uncomfortable 35 minutes standing to Marylebone. Meanwhile on the Metropolitan line the 
trains are almost always full by the time they reach Chalfont and Latimer (remember, this is only the SECOND stop for 
the service!) and so an uncomfortable 45 minutes ensues. The thinking seems to be that because the commuting 
connections exist that Little Chalfont is a prime location for additional residents, but it seems no-one has considered, or 
at the very least investigated, whether the service can handle any additional capacity, which it cannot. Staying with 
transport, the traffic levels in recent years have increased dramatically, a situation exacerbated by the fact that the 
main connecting road to and from the M25 (the A404) cuts right through the village centre. Anyone who has driven the 
A404 in either rush hour or school-run times will know that this is not a stretch of road which can accommodate an 
increase in traffic volume. The environmental and health implications of this should be of grave concern to CDC, not to 
mention the inconvenience and delay factors.  Once one has made some progress along the A404, the parking facilities 
for the amenities of the village centre are woefully inadequate as it stands and the parking around Chenies parade has 
become something of a free for all, as it is impractical for the needs of the current residents, let alone an increase. 
Perspective seems to have been lost on the scale of village/town that these amenities were created for, the idea that 
they would be adequate for a further increase in population is completely mistaken. As well as the amenities, the 
services are also at full capacity, from the doctors surgery to – what has recently become a primary concern for me 
personally – the schools. The primary schools in and around Little Chalfont are over-subscribed, particularly at Little 
Chalfont Primary, the school nearest to many of the proposed sites.  While it is understandable that housing needs are 
being addressed, and correct that all possibilities are considered, the destruction of part of the Green Belt, what has 
always been considered a hugely important and successful part of the preservation of some of the most characterful 
and enjoyed parts of the country, seems like it would be regression rather than progress and would cause significant 
impact, in numerous ways, to the quality of life of all residents.   
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Rep4474 Mr 
Jonathon Ellis 

As soon to be a resident in the heart of Chesham I have taken a particular interest in the future plans of Chesham and 
attended both consultation meetings at the town hall. I must admit I am not yet familiar with the town's current 
infrastructure issues but it was clear from the responses at the meeting there is a desperate need to improve road 
access, traffic pollution levels, sewage systems, schools, health facilities and revitalise the high street before taking on 
the demands of the new housing in Chesham. Being a recent first time visitor to Chesham I can only offer some initial 
impressions of things that I feel could be improved in the short term in the current High Street. There is a lot to admire 
coming from the city and its greatest asset is its traditional English market town character and evident sense of 
community. Something mostly lacking from the built up and overcrowded towns centres closer to London. The feeling 
of escaping to the countryside and away from the bustle of London is extremely attractive and a good way to increase 
visitors and trade is to build on the English Country village aesthetic. IMPROVE HIGH STREET IDEAS: RED CLASSIC 
PHONE BOXES Replace the old and ugly BT phone boxes with the classic red box. This has previously been raised at a 
town meeting and I agree it would be a great way to build on the village feel (http://www.getbucks.co.uk/news/local-
news/calls-return-red-phone-boxes-9303233). ART The exterior of the hardware store next door to left of Brazils is 
something of an eyesore on Market Square with a large exposed brick work that could be vastly improved by some king 
of art display. The yarn bombing is fantastic and should be encouraged. RESTARUANTS There currently few places to 
eat out in Chesham which I feel discourages people from visiting or staying in the town centre for long. Many towns 
have seen the growing popularity of eating out and have responded by filling their high streets and shopping centres 
with attractive restaurants. Increasing the entertainment facilities in the town would also be a great addition e.g. 
independent cinema. SUBSIDISE BUSINESSES Support new and current shops, restaurants and cafes on the high street. 
Too many betting shops, hairdressers and charity shops. PAVING Resolve the port high Street paving where bricks 
hazardously protrude from the ground. I find myself looking at the floor instead of at the shops. TRANSPORT Access to 
the town is also limited by the slow and infrequent Metropolitan trains. This could be greatly improved by adopting a 
fast non peak Metropolitan train back into the schedule. The recent statistic in August 2015 that the station has seen a 
50% passenger rise since 2010 would go some way to lobby transport for London to review their current stance on fast 
metropolitan trains. Alternatively pursue synchronising the Chesham train with the Chiltern Line. The new houses 
would also require better transport links, underground and bus. http://www.getbucks.co.uk/news/local-
news/chesham-underground-station-third-largest-9794633 

  

Rep4475 Mr & 
Mrs John & 
Nicola Hayes 

Land between Longbottom Lane and Beech Lane Jordans Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, 
particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites 
should be added? The importance of smaller sites of say 5-10 dwellings should be encouraged and supported. This 
scale of site are often the most readily deliverable as they require less supporting infrastructure. In addition, such sites 
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are often located within existing built up areas rather than on the edge of settlements further away from services and 
facilities. Therefore, looking forward over the plan period the Councils should ensure enough flexibility for windfall sites 
to come forward. A greater number of smaller sites over the plan period reduces the risk of sites not being delivered on 
time. The plan will need to reflect the above mentioned forthcoming changes in national policy in order to be 
considered ‘sound’ in compliance with paragraph 182 of the NPPF – ‘consistent with national policy’. Question 5: What 
spatial strategy options 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? Question 6: Do you have 
comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options? The 
below responds to both Questions 5 & 6 Spatial Strategy Option F is strongly supported which proposes 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. Particular support is given to removing Jordans from the 
Green Belt. Jordans is a particularly sustainable settlement as it is served by Seer Green railway station (Chiltern Line – 
30 minutes to London Marylebone and 8minutes to Highwycombe). The very close proximity of Jordans to Beaconsfield 
(C.2miles) also means that residents do not have to travel far to access a wide range of services and facilities. By 
removing Jordans from the Green Belt will better enable a number of small sites to come forward for development. 
Such development will be of great benefit to the settlement bringing in new people which will help to ensure the future 
viability of local services and facilities. Support is also given to Option H which would review the scope for allowing 
limited development within villages and generally built up frontages within the Green Belt. A more flexible approach is 
clearly required here as the constraining nature of current policy has been to the detriment of a number of villages who 
have witnessed a decline in services and facilities, due to static or declining local populations. Such a policy should 
encourage sites of up to 10 dwellings to come forward in Green Belt settlements. We also support Option J which 
would be in addition to other options and allow additional sustainable growth options in built up areas and/or in the 
Green Belt close to train stations – Chesham, Great Missenden, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Seer Green, Iver and 
Taplow. However, Jordans should also be included on this list, if it is not already via proximity to Seer Green, as the 
station relates as much to the village of Jordans as it does to Seer Green. Allowing more small scale developments 
within existing Green Belt settlements will result in a strategy which impacts far less on the purposes of including land 
in the Green Belt. Small scale appropriately sited and designed development in villages such as Jordans, will be an 
evidently more sustainable option than some of the ‘Built Area Extension Options’ being considered for areas such as 
Little Chalfont. The capacity for Green Belt settlements to accommodate development should be maximised in order 

Rep4476 Objection of re-classification of Green Belt Area. Traffic – unsustainable, parking around Little Chalfont is virtually   



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1266 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Chetan 
Kotecha 

impossible to find. The local parade of shops are losing business due to amount of time it takes to find parking and 
therefore people are travelling to large Supermarkets out of the village, further increasing the volume of traffic on the 
a-roads in and out of Little Chalfont. Rail/Tube Network – We are already seeing trains/tubes full by the time they 
reach Chalfont Latimer Station. My journey to work (Farringdon St) every day since the last five years is now chaotic. 
The 8am trains are almost full from Chesham or full from Amersham. 95% of the people who get on at Chorleywood 
station will not get a seat for the remainder of the journey to central London which can be up to 13 stops. Schools – 
Pupils are already coming to Dr Challloner's and Bell Lane from outside of the catchment areas. Class sizes have 
increased from 26 per class to 36 in 5 years. How are children expected to learn in classes of this size and this figure will 
only increase. Doctor / Dental – Currently one weeks' notice needed for either appointments. Little Chalfont cannot 
sustain 15,000 houses being built in the vicinity. 

Rep4478 
Robin Wilson 

I would like to say what a wonderful county I have found in South Bucks. I won't mention the roads!!!!!!!!! They are not 
to bad really,considering. My concern is the number of houses being considered for this area. The infustructure is 
creaking now. Schools are at full capacity now. My next concern is building on flood plane. There you have it. I am 
aware that people have to live some where. I am confident some other plans will be more acceptable. 

  

Rep4479 Ruth 
Penn 

The national need for housing should not be at the expense of our local green belt. This area with its ANOBs is 
recognised as outstanding in the UK. Green belt is invaluable to the well-being of all and is meant to be protected by 
law for the future of all. A quick fix today will not solve the future housing needs and we will destroy forever our 
greatest local asset and one of the reasons we all benefit from living here. Green belt is meant to divide town 
developments from becoming an urban sprawl which will eventually connect up to greater London. The District council 
was not elected by the local residents with a mandate to over-ride the legal protection of our countryside. In recent 
years Little Chalfont has contributed to housing demand with several new housing developments, which have exceeded 
the contribution to housing of many other local towns. It is a small community with its own Parish council and has no 
wish to become a concreted extension of Amersham or Chorleywood. There is no demand for employment 
development along the A404, it saddens me that my locally elected body should even come up with such a plan on 
green land we all treasure and enjoy. Please consider all the options in the district before overburdening Little Chalfont 
any further. We need to protect our countryside and its wildlife for all future generations. 

  

Rep4480 
Jackie Burton 

I recognise the need for more housing in the UK, however there is good reason that the Green Belt was created in the 
area, in part to create a green 'lung' for London. The Green Belt in around Little Chalfont should be protected and much 
of it is classified as part of the AONB. The Little Chalfont area has already taken on a large share of new housing with 
the properties behind Chenies Parade and estate by Bell Lane. The village does not have the infrastructure to support 
further new housing. The small parade of shops on Chenies Parade, restricted parking, overcrowded train line to name 
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a few. There is also significant traffic flow issues building with access to the M25 increasing in time and congestion. 
Additional homes could not be accommodated without significant investment into road infrastructure. I believe you 
should focus on brown field sites in London where the infrastructure and underground rail exists. In conclusion the 
areas under consideration shouldn't be treated as a land bank for building and should not be released from the Green 
Belt. 

Rep4482 Mr 
Alex Mote 

Comments form left blank  
  

Rep4483 Mr 
John Brearley 
JSB Planning 
Law on behalf 
of Ashcroft 
Tower Ltd 

Whilst the comments below relate to the issues and options identified by the respective Councils, they should be 
considered in the context of the Call for Sites submission, referenced by the Council as SB00054 & SB0041. The site, 
referred to as Ashcroft Towers, is located on Poyle Lane, and sits adjacent to the settlement boundary of Burnham. The 
additional land comprised in SB0041 is adjacent and forms a natural extension of the site and is also bounded by the 
road network (see below) This submission is not intended to replace the previous call for sites submission by Scott 
Brownrigg (SB) on behalf of Ultrabox Ltd which remains valid, subject to the updating comments contained in this 
response. Rather it seeks to provide clarity to the submission and identify, in our opinion, how the Councils' evolving 
Local Plan evidence base has added very substantial weight to the credentials of the site for allocation and for its 
removal from the Green Belt. Such allocation is merited prior to removal and should not be viewed as dependent upon 
that as a precursor. The SB submission contains a raft of supportive evidence which calls to be revisited in conjunction 
with this response and read with it. The appendices & plans/maps it comprises are particularly illuminating. Perhaps 
the most pertinent issue, arising from the draft Housing and Economic Land Availabilty Assessment (HELAA) is the 
Council's interpretation of previously developed land. It is understood that the Councils have taken the approach to 
'discount' any site that falls within the Green Belt and is not considered to be previously developed. This has led to the 
Councils excluding the site from the HELAA. The NPPF's definition of Previously Developed Land (PDL) explicitly includes 
"land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure . and any associated fix surface infrastructure". The site's 
history and current planning status is listed in great detail in the SB call for sites submission and must be revisited so it 
will not be re-iterated and laboured in this response. However, we do urge the Council to revisit the PDL question 
which perhaps would be clarified by a visit to the site. The PDL nature of the site is clear and the permenant structures 
have not "blended into the into the landscape in the process of time". These include the dominant, wide, gravelled, 
historic driveway bisecting the site and the large concrete base of a large stables complex but there is also a history of 
other domestic buildings on the site. The major repositioned access to the driveway and the major access & 5m wide 
driveway to the stables complex were permitted in 2000 & 1994 respectively as described in Appendix C to the SB 
submission. The site and driveway have also been constantly managed to prevent them becoming overgrown. The 
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methodology utilised for the stage 1 assessment also creates a sense of confusion. Defining sites within the Green Belt 
as "excluded" is not considered to be a positive approach to plan making. In our view the Council should state that 
Green Belt sites will be considered in greater detail by the second stage of the Green Belt review. The Councils also 
state that very special circumstances are required to develop within the Green Belt. Whilst this is a accurate 
observation of current planning policy, the Councils have not considered the 'exceptional circumstances test', which is 
required to amend Green Belt boundaries. As case law has made plain this is a less stringent test than the 'very special 
circumstances test' required to be satisfied for proposals within GB. The overiding need for new housing has been 
accepted, by Planning Inspectors, as an exceptional circumstance which reflects the Government's drive to build more 
houses and the joint HELAA and this consultation acknowledge the necessessity for sites being removed from Green 
Belt. It is premature to classify other sites as 'excluded' in advance of Part 2 of the Green Belt Assessment being 
conducted by Arup (see below) which is designed to identify what areas of land within the Green Belt are best suited to 
be released to meet housing need and to remedy the evident lack of a 5 year supply  The findings of the stage 1 HELAA 
highlight this as  being the most significant issue South Bucks have to face in the new Local Plan.  With only enough land 
to accomodate 301 dwellings being indentifed, it is unavoidable that the Councils will have to release Green Belt to 
accomodate their identified Objectively Assessed Housing Need.  The figure of 301 dwellings for South Bucks amounts 
to less than one years worth of housing supply.  Since the Call for Sites submission the Berkshire Authorities have 
published the results of the Housing and Economic Needs Assessment.  When identifying the Housing Market Areas, 
South Bucks appeared to have a better fit with the Berkshire authorities, than the rest of Bucks.  It is unclear as to why 
South Bucks shifted from the Berkshire housing market area to the Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area.  The 
recently published Berkshire HEDNA establishes a need figure of 374 dwellings per annum for South Bucks, which is 
significantly higher than the figure indentified in the Buckinghamshire study.  It is also clear that South Bucks is under 
considerable pressure from Slough to assist with meeting their housing need.  Slough is under immense pressure as the 
Borough is tightly contained by the 'South Bucks Green Belt'.  Slough Trading Estate is an economic hub, which attracts 
global businesses and is expanding.  Other factors including Crossrail and Heathrow Airport's recent and anticipated 
further expansion will add to the pressure for additional housing and will render existing stock increasingly more 
expensive if not added to significantly.  The current Core Strategy for South Bucks identified a need for larger dwellings 
in Burnham to accomodate the needs arising from Slough estate which the Burnham site is ideally placed to contribute 
to, and for this reason has been and is strongly supported by SEGRO (See the SB 2015 submission) .  These needs have 
not been met during the life of the Core Strategy and the aspiration for such units should be carried forward into the 
new Local Plan.  We would urge the Council to consider the relationship with Slough Borough, under the context of 
Duty to Cooperate, in greater detail before 'closing the doors' on their request. The consultation also highlights the 



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1269 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Councils' desire to export 7,500 new dwellings to Aylesbury Vale District Council which is not adjacent to South Bucks 
and a considerable distance away.  Traditionally Aylesbury has accepted growth from the 'rest of Bucks'.  This has led to 
vast disparities in the affordabilty of housing within Buckinghamshire.  Exporting nearly half of the expected housing 
need to Aylesbury Vale is not considered to be a viable or delieverable option and the Council need to leave 'no stone 
unturned' before seeking assistance from other athorities.  The greater part of the housing need in South Bucks is 
required to cater for workers in the locality and nearby Thames Valley centres of employment for which overspill 
housing in Aylesbury Vale would not be a feasible or sustainable solution.  In the event the Councils cannot meet the 
identified needs, any export of housing should be limited to less than 10%. We Generally agree with allocating growth 
to the larger settlements and look forward to reviewing the Stage 2 Green Belt, which I am sure will conclude that 
Ashcorft Towers is highly suitable for development.  This consultation at 1.8 c) expressly invites comment on the Joint 
Local Plan evidence base.  It is notable that plans are also included with the consultation relating to 'Built Area 
Extension Option(s)'.  Evidently these have been informed by material produced by Arup in relation to the Green Belt 
Assessment.  A comparison of the Ashcroft Towers site with one of these BAEO areas is instructive.  For example for the 
Plan of Little Chalfont  (p32) the largest of three option areas shown equates to General Area 35 on e.g. Arup Map 5.1b 
of January 2016.  This is assessed as failing to meet GB purpose no 1 and the Arup Assessment Parcel Proformas reveals 
scores of 1,3 & 0, each out of a possible 5, for the remainder of Area 35.  However the scoring of a particular site is a 
prisoner of the  General Area it is included in, which in turn can be quite arbitary.  This is evident from a viewing of the 
map and descriptions for General Area 73 in the Parcel Proformas which is a large area of 642.2 Ha comprising the 
Ashcroft Tower Site as a tiny fraction of it (2.34 Ha), bounded by GA 72 to the North and the built up area of Burnham 
to the South.  If one were to view the AT Site as a separate parcel divorced from Area 73, of which it is atypical, and 
then apply the criteria of the GA assessment in terms of the purposes of Green Belt then its score would be lower than 
that for area 35.  In particular, the AT site does not protect the countryside from encroachment.  It is bounded by Poyle 
Lane and Wymers Wood Road and did not satisfy the criteria for inclusion in GB when it was so included.  Nor does it 
satisfy current criteria set out in NPPG para 85.  The physical features that call to be utilised for defining the GB 
boundary owing to their 'readily recognisable' and 'permanent' attributes are the roadways surrounding the site and 
creating the most definite boundary conceiveble between the site and the remainder of GA 73 which does indeed call 
to be scored as it has been in the GA 73 Proforma Assessment.  In summary, the failure to identify the site so far as 
suitable for exclusion from the Green Belt and for housing development is an artefact of its assessment having been 
made utilising broad brush sieving criteria which fail ot recognise or respond to its key characteristics and also arises 
significantly from its inclusion within  a greater area of which it is atypical.  If these deficiencies are corrected for the 
site is revealed as exceptionally suited for housing development, as substantiated by the SB 2015 response. 
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Rep4484 Miss 
Kathleen 
Martin 

Question 2: Do you have any comments on the draft HELAA, particularly in relation to whether included sites are likely 
to be deliverable by 2036 and whether additional sites should be added? The site marked in Appendix 4 in CSG is not 
‘built up’. Although HELAA recommends that sites for less than five dwelling should be excluded, we believe that such 
sites should be considered in a small community, and that sufficient numbers of such sites could meet a suitable and 
appropriate target without major developments being needed. HELAA also excludes sites within flrnctional flood plains, 
so the sites near the River Misboume should not be included in the plan. 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? There may 
be infill areas in ‘built up areas’ in the village; these smaller pockets of land within the village would be suitable for 
smaller development. See above in Question 2. 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. I agree with the approach which protects the Green Belt and AONB. 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? Agree that options listed should 
be considered. I object to the “village extensions” which are out of proportion to the present housing population and in 
the Green Belt. Wth approcimately 2500 dwellings, a suggested increase of 500 would be complete disproportionate to 
the community. Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options 
that could be part of these options? The suggested extension to Chalfont St Cites in Appendix 4 is totally inappropriate 
as it is in an Environment Agency designated flood plain, it is in the Green Belt and AONB. The proposals will have a 
negative impact on the key purposes of the green belt, which was established for the following reasons and remain 
appropriate: * To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. Building on this area would be ‘urban sprawl’ 
into the countryside. * 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. The centre of 
Chalfont St Giles is protected by a Conservation Area. * To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of 
derelict and other urban land. The plot in Appendix 4 is nether derelict nor urban. 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. Any development between the two 
communities will undermine one of the purposes of the Green Belt to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into 
one another. Question 7: Do you have comments on the suggested level of unmet needs in Chiltem/South Bucks? 
Expansion in Aylesbury Vale will reduce the load on other parts of Bucks. Matching expansion of employment in 
Aylesbury Vale is essintial. To reiterate, we need housing that is affordable for elderly and young; not luxury homes. 
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Question 8: Do you have any comments or suggestions on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need? 
Where permission is given for housing development, emphasis should be placed on smaller more affordable homes, 
not large expensive properties that tend to be favoured by some developers.  Question 9: Do you have any comments 
on the above options to meet the needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople? Need to consider the issues 
of access and infrastructure support. We recommend expanding present lawful sites. there are no obvious optional 
sites in Chalfont St Giles. Question 10: How do you think the Joint Local Plan can best meet specialist elderly 
accommodation needs, both in term of general and affordable needs? Accommodation for the elderly is needed in the 
village as a priority. There is none at present. The building of small sheltered accommodation would encourage elderly 
to move within the community they know and love, thus relieving housing for families - without the need of new build. 
Question 11: Do you have a view on the Heritage Strategy — for example views on our local heritage assets, how 
heritage contributes to quality of life and our sense of place and community.? The heritage of Chalfont St Giles and 
Jordans 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 which encourage 
visitorship to the village. Visitors used thelocal hostelries and shops thus helping the local economy. The village centre 
is protected by a Conservation Area. Question 12: Are you aware of any currently unprotected local heritage assets that 
should be identified and if so why is the heritage asset important locally? The Chiltem Way footpath, the village pond 
and path. I recommend protecting the local meadows: Stone Meadow and Silsden, both are used annually for our large 
Village Country Show. 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. The playing fields, the allotments and the 
fields either side of the Misbourne are all most important well used leisure facilities. Question 14: Do you have any 
nominations for Local Measures? As above: I recommend protecting the local meadows: Stone Meadow and Silsden 
Meadow, both being used annually for our large Village Country Show. Question 15: Do you have a view on the scope 
of policies proposed in Appendix 7. We do not understand the question. Question 16: Do you have any comments on 
the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? This is an absolutely key issue. The 
agreed development at Newlands Park will have a very large impact on the infrastructure requirements for both 
Chalfont St Giles and Chalfont St Peter - as will any development between the two communities. Chalfont St Giles 
cannot absorb any other major housing development without correct, serious study of the basic infrastructure services 
needed. This would include: schooling, medical services, transport (including through road netwroks) and water and 
sewage facilities. Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the 
preparation of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint 
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Local Plan will need to address? At any development there is a need to make public transport, walking and cycling easy 
to do and to make unnecesary 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. 

Rep4485 
Anastasia 
Chojnacka 

I am writing to add my objections to the proposed declassification of both Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty within the district of Little Chalfont and Chalfont St Giles. I have lived in Little Chalfont since I was 3 years old 
and now have a 2 year old son, in order for him to stand a chance of getting into the local primary school (that! went 
to) we now need to live within 0.5 miles from the school, this is almost impossible. If he does not get into the school 
then the nearest one is a 25 minute walk rather than aS minute one. Therefore, building further homes in Little 
Chalfont definitely needs careful consideration with regard to schooling in particular the current number of places will 
not be able to cope with the influx. Little Chalfont has already had a much greater percentage of new houses built 
compared to other areas close by. My parents live in Loudhams Wood Lane and I love to go there and relax and listen 
to the birds and enjoy the peace and quiet I would like my son to be able to find frogs, newts, hedgehogs and slow 
worms in their garden when he grows up. Not find that the area has turned into a rat run with buildings, people, litter, 
cars and noise polluting the charm and tranquillity of the lane. As the golf course is green belt land I do not see the 
justification for turning it into a housing estate. As I said before the infrastructure in the area is at its limits, I hardly 
ever manage to get a parking space on the Parade and so if I am lucky and manage to get one in the car park I have the 
options of carrying my son or getting my push chair out of the car, or otherwise Ijust go elsewhere eg Amersham. I 
always played in Westwood Park and the surrounding forest with my friends, and as a scout and guide as I grew up, 
now I ride my horse through it and will be very sad to see that this green belt land (land that is supposed to be 
protected from any further building) has been given up to a housing explosion. Another point is the more people there 
are squeezed into a small area, with less space and available facilities for teenagers to pursue hobbies, such as scouts 
and guides the more crime and anti-social behaviour there is likely to be. I am sure that within the South East and 
Buckinghamshire itself there are other more suitable brownfield sites, if builders start encroaching upon our green belt 
and AONB then the council will need to think very hard and ask why they were designated as such in the first place. It 
will cause irretrievable damage to the landscape and Little Chalfont as we know and love it. 

  The councils consider that 

options in the Green Belt need 

to be considered in addition to 

the opportunities that are 

available on brownfield sites. 

 

Rep4486 Mrs 
Sharyn 
Assimakopoul
os 

Little Chalfont is a relatively small village surrounded by Green Belt and AONB. This is how I expect it to continue to be 
and NOT for the green areas to be swallowed up by housing estates. I moved out of London to get away from the urban 
sprawl not so that it could just catch me up. In the past 9 years Little Chalfont has seen a 12.4% increased growth with 
307 new properties being built. This percentage increase far exceeds the growth of other areas within the immediate 
vacinity, I do not think we should be singled out to take any further increases. The only land now available is designated 
green belt and/or AONB, once this land has been declassified it will be gone forever, there is no turning back, ancient 
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woodland, biodiversity and animal habitats lost for ever. There areS purposes of Green Belt land, which of these are no 
longer deemed important or are incorrect? ‘To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict 
and other urban land’ there are obviously other areas within Buckinghamshire that fulfil this criteria and would mean 
that our Green Belt can remain sacrosanct as I believe that was the original intent. Once we embark on the process, by 
taking ‘small’ pieces of our beautiful countryside where will it stop? The Green Belt is a very important asset of Little 
Chalfont and Chalfont St Giles and should NOT be destroyed. I particularly oppose any release of GBA general area 35. 
This area is important as it assists in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment especially as this land is on the 
edge of a large built up area and we must avoid the merging with Chorleywood. Lodge lane is a small very long narrow 
winding road, which passes underneath a railway bridge and links with Roughwood Lane, both roads are already 
dangerous for cars, walkers, bicycles and horse riders. Previous planning applications in both 1979 and 2011 for 
building on the land north of Long Walk has been refused due to ‘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’ How is the wording in this 
refusual no longer relevant? Building on the site will greatly impact on the lives of residents in the peaceful and relaxing 
environment of Village Way, Loudhams Wood Lane, Burtons Land and Long Walk. Little Chalfont does not have the 
capacity available within its infrastructure to accommodate further exponential increase in population. When we 
arrived in the village I was heavily pregnant with my second child and the nearest available doctors was in Amersham, 
Little Chalfont was already oversubscribed, that was over 18 years ago. School catchment areas are shrinking and 
children cannot always get into their nearest primary school. Parking facilities in the village are already unbearable 
forcing shoppers to abandon their local stores and go further afield, this is not sustainable, businesses are losing 
valuable custom. In conclusion, I feel very strongly that Little Chalfont should not be earmarked for any further building 
works especially when it involves declassification of Green belt and AONB. Our village way of life will be severely 
affected in a very detrimental way. 

Rep4487 Mrs 
M Smith 

Responding to Question 2 of Chiltern & S Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation — in which it is proposed to turn Wicks 
Garage in Rignall Road, Gt. Missenden into a housing development. This would be wrong — Wicks Garage is a vital part 
of this village and it would be absolutely appalling to lose this facility. If more housing is required, why not use the old 
garage site on the A413 which is opposite “Bubbles” the car cleaning firm? That site has now been empty for months. 
Another more suitable area would be the old George Inn at the end of the High Street in Gt M. Wicks Garage must not 
be sacrificed — there is no other suitable facility for miles — and they have a very high reputation for good work and 
services. Everyone in this village who uses the Garage will agree with these views. Please Planning Department — listen 
to our wishes and do not allow Wicks Garage to be demolished — it would be a big mistake that would be very much 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL          

1274 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

regretted. 

Rep4488 Ms 
Sandra 
Pockett 

I oppose the plans set out to develop Mill Meadow and A413. This is a flood plain that provides the village with 
fantastic leisure and recreational facilities. Many children from the local school and housing use the park and 
community centre. The community centre is instrumental to our community. It provide healthcare services alongside 
pre-school services through its onsite pre-school and parent and baby groups. It also provides leisure activities. I have 
used this centre almost weekly for the last six years. Alongside the centre are fantastic sports facilities and an 
additional, popular nursery, Footsteps, in the football grounds. If all this area were to be developed then the heart of 
our community will be ripped out. We will lose vital facilities qhich make our village such a fantastic place to live. These 
facilities will not be easily replaced and the housing put their will not be fit for purpose on a floodplain. It will create 
problems for our local environment, infastructure and remove the green belt from the heart of our village. The Mill 
Meadow site is crucial to the Academy School's sporting facilities. The school has been hoping to move to the Holy 
Cross Site. However, this appears unlikely to happen. As a result, hundreds of children will be denied the opportunity to 
participate in a healthy, sports focussed eductaion. Again, our children will suffer from their facilities being withdrawn. 
The proposed redevelopment of the Epilepsy Centre is also a concern. There is no real infastructure in Chalfont 
Common that can cope with the proposed increase in housing. The area is already used as a cut through for traffic 
avoiding the A413. The added pressure will change the side of the village's heritage. I understand that some 
development has already taken place but the scale of the new development will impinge on the green belt 
considerably. In addition the local schools in the village will be under considerable pressure as well as medical services. 
The area will be constantly exposed to construction traffic alongside the proposed HS2 construction traffic. Many 
families will be put at risk from the increased fumes and increased traffic on their way to and from school. Our village 
will, in effect, become an urban sprawl, lacking all the facilities that make it a wonderful community. 

  

Rep4489 Mr 
Derek Croft 
Farmer 

The following representation has been submitted in response to the following questions set out in the Regulation 18 
Local Plan: • 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? 
• Question 6: Do you have any comments on individual options generally or specific settlement/site options that could 
form part of these options? We would like the Councils to consider Option C of the Spatial Strategy Options (page 13 of 
the Regulation 18 Local Plan) as the priority option for further testing and consideration as part of the next stage of 
plan preparation — specifically the land to the north of Chalfont St. Peter (page 34 of the Regulation 18 Local Plan). 
This suggested extension forms part of Land Parcel 38a of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1 (Arup 
2015). Land Parcel 38a is located to the north and northeast of Chalfont St. Peter and southeast of Chalfont St. Giles. 
The parcel is considered to pass purpose la and score moderately (3+) against purpose lb — to check the unrestricted 
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sprawl of large built-up areas; strong! very strong (5) against purpose 2 — to prevent neighbouring towns from merging 
and moderately (3) against purpose 3 — to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. The land parcel 
has no effect on purpose 4 — to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns as the land parcel is not 
adjacent to an identified historic settlement. Purpose 5 — to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling 
of derelict and urban land was scoped out of Arup’s assessment. Arup concluded within the Buckinghamshire Green 
Belt Review — Assessment Pro Formas for Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council (2016) that Land 
Parcel 38a should be considered further, specifically the land to the east of Chesham Lane, north of Rickmansworth 
Lane and west of Brawlings Lane — a smaller amount of land than what formed Land Parcel 38a. This land represents 
the suggested extension north of Chalfont St. Peter set out on page 34 of the Regulation 18 Local Plan. We agree with 
Arup that this parcel should be considered further as its reduction in size from Land Parcel 38a has a number of 
benefits, including: • The western boundary of the suggested extension abuts Chesham Lane which is recognised as a 
consistent and regular boundary and would form a logical boundary to the suggested extension. • The southern 
boundary of the suggested extension abuts Rickmansworth Lane which is a logical boundary as approximately 50% of 
its length is already adjacent to built form. • The eastern boundary of the suggested extension abuts Brawlings Lane 
and is considered a logical boundary as it prevents the merging of Chalfont St. Peter and Horn Hill. • The northern 
boundary of the suggested extension abuts Gorelands Lane which is logical as to the north of the lane are the Chilterns 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), Newland Manor (Grade II listed), Newland College and the Chiltern Open 
Air Museum. • Land to the west of Chesham Lane will remain as Green Belt preventing Chalfont St. Peter and Chalfont 
St. Giles from merging. • The suggested extension when compared to Land Parcel 38a contains a higher percentage of 
built form including the National Society for Epilepsy site, a Major Developed Site in the Green Belt; Brawlings Farm 
Riding Centre; Chiltern Referral Services and Rowan Garden Centre. Residential properties are also located along the 
roads which form the boundaries of the suggested extension. As such, reassessment of the suggested extension against 
the Green Belt purposes is likely to result in weaker scores than those recorded for Land Parcel 38a. If the Councils 
conclude that Option L — a combination of all or a number of the above — should be  taken forward, we consider that 
Option C should form part of this combination as to provide a sustainable balance of development across the plan area, 
principal settlements must be expanded. In summary, this representation supports Option C of the Spatial Strategy as 
the priority option to be considered further at the next stage of plan preparation, specifically, the suggested extension 
located on the land to the north of Chalfont St. Peter. 

Rep4490 Mr 
John Holloway 
Project Lead 

The Foreward of this Document refers to the need to balance land uses, and there is recognition of the need to provide 
housing and employment, maintain green belt separation between communities, address deficits in community needs 
and deliver a sustainable Joint Local Plan. All the above have been considered, in setting out this paper. Appendix 2— 

The Council will in principle 
support suitable local measures 
or proposals brought forward 
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Cricket 
First/Betjeman 
Park 

page 29 of the Consultation Document —Green Belt Strategic Options confirms in c) “The options do not include all 
Green Belt areas to be tested. other potential small sites or smaller Green Belt changes may be considered. The next 
stage of Plan preparation will include a detailed review of the inner Green Belt boundary which may also release small 
scale development potential.” In terms of answering Question 5 as to what Spatial Strategy Options the Council should 
consider, we would ask for testing of all Options from Option A to Option L, in order that the merits of our proposal can 
be given the opportunity to be positively assessed when considered against all alternatives. Our answer to Question 6 is 
contained within this proposal. We therefore address the allocation of land as a small parcel within the chosen General 
Area 22a; which is part of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1 (Arup 2015). This subject parcel now 
referred to as Betjeman Park (hereafter referred to as : BP) comprises c 6 ha (which is a similar size to other identified 
sites for Consideration in Stage 2 ,eg General Area 31 in Old Amersham) out of a total area considered by Arup of 229.4 
ha. Arup have not differentiated between the different characteristics or quality of land found in such a large area. You 
have confirmed that this is an “On going process- at this stage important to test a range of reasonable options”; and BP 
should therefore be considered against all other sites being tested in South Bucks and Chiltern. The Arup Site photos 
show 3 pictures of woodland and agricultural use characteristic within the 229.4 ha; yet show nothing of the land 
abutting the railway, which many would describe as scrubland( Please see pictures in the attached Presentation — 
Appendix 1). This is not unlike Arup’s own description of their photo of General Area 31, or description in General Area 
30 where they suggest that residential development on scrubland abutting Amersham Old Town should be considered. 
Use of the larger area of 22a is largely agricultural, or used in conjunction with walks along this side of the Chess Valley 
with links to Little Chalfont and Chenies, or down to Latimer. When approaching from Amersham along Raans Road, 
the view and sight line naturally turn to the left to open fields as BP is first hidden behind woods. The concept of BP 
was first put forward in the 2015 “Call for Sites”, and since then the main partners have been contacted by Consultants 
appointed by Chiltern DC assessing the need for Sport and Leisure . The opportunity was taken to display the proposals 
at the Chiltern DC Open Day on 30th January 2016, and since then there has been a considerable amount of positive 
feedback. Please read the presentation (Appendix 1) made then which should be fully taken into account, and we will 
comment further on practical planning matters: The NPPF encourages Local Planning Authorities to positively plan to 
provide opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation in green belt land. Question 3 of this Consultation refers 
specifically to the existing use of open spaces, sports and leisure uses being consolidated or reprovided elsewhere. 
With prevailing demand for land and the cost of acquisition there is no prospect of finding an available and economic 
site for our any of our established partners in such a sustainable location as BP. Users with Oyster Cards can readily 
access using either Little Chalfont or Amersham stations, and it is also within range of bus routes; whilst relatively 
central to the area being a straightforward drive to Beaconsfield or The Chalfonts. It is unlikely that any other site for 

by the community, such as 
improvements to public open 
space. 
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such an important community sports and leisure offer within South Bucks and Chiltern can offer such accessibility. In 
terms of the employment targets of this Regulation 18 Local Plan, there will also be a modest number of jobs created. 
BP will formally define the boundary between settlements, by providing a permanent green buffer of open land 
between Little Chalfont and Amersham in the setting of a cricket ground. Although the layout presented is set out in 
schematic form, the remaining portion of the site backs on to the railway line with industrial land including high 
warehouses as a high backdrop. The opposite boundary is defined by the long established public footpath, framed by 
the woods and hedgerow behind. It is easy to look at the location from an “aerial “map; but in practical terms most of 
the BP site is tucked away. It does not interfere with any long range views of high landscape quality across a river valley 
such as can be the case with the Chess or the Misbourne. When using the A404 between Amersham and Little Chalfont, 
views towards BP are blocked by the hedge along the main road, and beyond by trees and the railway embankment 
and a large electricity sub station (Coloured red on an extract of the Policies Map for Chiltern District -in Appendix 2). In 
any event, the eye will look across towards a “Village Green” open cricket ground, as proposed . The second portion of 
BP is overshadowed by the industrial land immediately across the railway, so it does not score at all highly in terms of 
the quality of the green belt environment. A mixed use scheme here will be in a sheltered setting; and very much so 
when compared with Arup suggesting that General Area 30 is suitable to be taken forward to Stage 2 Consideration; 
when if accepted, this would block the pleasant and far reaching views ahead across the fields up into Site 32a when 
coming down Station Road towards Amersham Old Town. That is why the merits and qualities of BP as a small and 
separate site within General Area 22a should now be tested against other locations put forward, so the Planning 
Inspectorate may judge the merits of HP against all other sites within South Bucks and Chiltern. The Consultation refers 
to the possibility of getting Aylesbury Vale to accept thousands of the residential units required instead of finding sites 
within the subject Council areas. This is surprising as the Planning Inspectorate have asked for Sites to be found locally, 
after the experience of the DDPD of Sept 2014. We are now in a situation where communities throughout the South 
Bucks and Chiltern area seem to accept that land needs to found to help the UK’s housing problem, so there is a 
genuine need to openly test the merits of all sites. Please look at the BP proposal to see that it has completely different 
characteristics from the previously assessed area which is over 220 ha larger. We have enquired about the background 
on any relevant planning matters, and refer to the Consultation question 9. We have found that part of the BP site was 
suitable as an Area proposed to be considered for the needs of Gypsy Travellers and Travelling Show Peoples (DDPD 
Site Options Sept/Oct 2013)Jhere is already a well presented Site at the end of Copperkins Lane near the junction with 
Fullers Hill, and we suggest that there appears to be further land here suitable for such purposes. The key point of this 
however is that within Arup’s General area of 229.4 ha, the lower quality of green belt environment within part of BP 
was proposed by Chiltern DC to be considered for development. Is it valid and sustainable planning to be asking 
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workers with jobs in our area to incur the high cost and time of commuting to Amersham from Aylesbury Vale, when 
homes can sensibly be built at BP ? The extra congestion and pollution of such journeys can also be alleviated, and the 
community will gain in every way from this mixed use proposal; according with the goal of the Plan to deliver the most 
sustainable outcome. This is referred to in the NPPF,with various comments on transport consideration; including in 
points 30 to 37. We have not heard if there is any there any budget from Council funds to provide such a first class 
facility as BP, and the reality is that there will be many prior demands on the public purse. BP is a deliverable option to 
provide a balanced and sustainable development of a small parcel of green belt land within this Plan period in the next 
20 years. With attention being drawn to many sites within the AONB, we would ask for BP to be publicised and tested 
including public debate; before being referred to the Planning Inspectorate.   CHILTERN LOCAL. PLAN TO 2036 
BETJEMAN PARK - HP6 6JQ A proposal to address requirements for Housing and Leisure needs Overview There is a 
need for a wide range of improved Community facilities for Sport, Leisure and Culture to accommodate a range of 
users; but with land values so high where can these have any chance of being sited? Alongside this we need to find 
suitable sites for housing. Please refer to the Illustrative Plan which shows an area adjacent to the Bell Lane residential 
area for specialist sport facilities and new housing to be sited between the railway and the public footpath. South Bucks 
and Chiltern Districts have 49 outdoor cricket pitches, many based on Commons and Village Greens, usually on small 
sites with a basic pavilion and limited practice facilities, which curbs the appeal for attracting new members. A 
comprehensive Cricket facility provides sporting action from 6 years old to over 70’s, for youth, senior and ladles sides. 
With no such building in Bucks (the nearest specific centres being in Eversley, Hants and Redbourn, Herts) there is 
demand in the area for an Indoor Cricket Hall for both indoor league matches and cricket nets. If required, it can also be 
designed to accommodate other indoor sports. Other local groups are seeking improved facilities, so extending from a 
new pavilion, cricket school and nets will be indoor halls to provide for Dance and Raans Gymnastics Club. The Proposal 
Some areas of Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty are likely to be released to accommodate the 
15,100 residential units required in the Plan Period to 2036, so as a community we have to debate which should be 
kept and to choose the least attractive to be built on. The proposed site is currently zoned Green Belt but there is no 
other such site in the South Bucks and Chiltern area backing on to a railway, with high warehousing behind which 
would lend Itself so readily for affordable housing. The site can be considered for two balanced uses: o A new cricket 
ground This will provide a permanent buffer of “green separation” between Little Chalfont and Amersham; and 
adjacent to this across from the existing warehousing, new buildings for Sports and Leisure can combine to provide a 
hub of excellence in South Bucks and Chiltern, improving its attraction as an area to live in. A carefully designed layout 
providing a central pavilion reception area would be sustainable by offering an attractive setting for the social side of all 
the partner clubs, with areas for parents to meet when their children are participating. o Community housing for local 
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people who work locally The remaining land from the access In Raans Road up to the railway line clearly suits 
community housing for local people who work locally. It is little more than scrub land, and as an example it is not 
overlooked in a valley setting as other sites proposed to be built on, such as those around Old Amersham. Accessibility 
The main access is from Raans Road, where the capacity of the bridge will be addressed. Little Chalfont is slightly nearer 
than Amersham Station. A cycle route can be incorporated alongside to provide a safer alternative route between 
Amersham and Little Chalfont away from the busy main A404 road. Full landscaping will be required, with ample scope 
for tree planting to complete a “Village Green” setting for the cricket ground. Partners Raans Gymnastics Club has c.300 
members largely in the age range of 4 to 18 years. They are limited as they have no permanent base, and have to travel 
to Milton Keynes for “home” competitions. A large hall with specialised gymnastic fittings and equipment will allow 
them to offer comprehensive facilities that simply cannot be provided in shared space. They have had members who 
have represented their country, but cannot offer all disciplines unless they have a purpose built building. We have also 
had meetings with a member of the British Dance Council (who is a 6 times UK and British Champion). Representing 
Amateurs in the 035’s she sees a unique opportunity to create a centre of excellence which connects all generations 
and ability levels through dance. Despite the continuing popularity of Strictly Come Dancing there are nationwide 
precious few quality facilities for ballroom dancing. A new purpose designed building including a sprung floor and space 
for socialising would attract dancers of all levels from beginner’s classes to the highest national standard. A quality 
environment where even the less sporty can enjoy a popular activity until well into their 80’s and attract those wishing 
to dance competitively. Most well equipped facilities are now abroad and the District would therefore stand out 
nationally. A smaller community building of c.180 sqm can be used say by a playgroup during daytime hours, and would 
suit the likes of The Amersham Band for a permanent home. Context The larger halls proposed would take up the size 
of c 6 tennis courts, against the established height backdrop of the existing warehouse buildings across the railway line. 
Summary The overall proposal focuses on key users in the community who have little prospect of ever getting facilities 
to suit their specific needs. Schools no longer offer so many activities outside their core curriculum, and this centre will 
offer an introduction to sport, music and dance for many youngsters. This mixed use scheme offers much for local 
people seeking affordable homes, along with a unique chance to deliver a ground breaking facility for the South Bucks 
and Chiltern area. Please consider the benefits of this to the wider community. 

Rep4491 R.B. 
Finl 

Development in the Stoney Lane area would be too close to the southern rim of the Chess Valley. This could create a 
dangerous precedent. It might encourage development around the whole rim of the Chess valley. This would, for all 
practical purposes, result in the Chess Valley being a thin park rather than being real countryside. AONB should be 
strictly protected. Any intrusion would create a precedent which threatens the integrity of the whole AONB consept. 
The loacl plan generally seems deficient in considering the infastructure implications and making specific, relevant 
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provision-particularly reguarding Chesham. Plans for urban development should always be accompanied by this. 
Appropriate infastructure should always be provided with actual implementation of substantial urban expansion. 

Rep4492 Mrs 
Tanya Outfin 

Objection to fields beside Botley Road stretching back to Lye Green Road being taken out of the Green Belt and 
proposed as suitable for possible development. I do not think that the fields that run alongside Botley Road, or Botley 
play park, should be taken out of green belt. This land is at the top of the hill, quite flat in places and for want of a 
better term acts as a flood plain. Houses built on it would be at risk of flooding and building on the land would expose 
the houses along Botley Road and the road itself to flooding. A few years ago (approximately 14 I think) after heavy 
rain, large quantities of water gushed continually for some days across the edge of the Hen and Chickens car park and 
down Tylers Hill. On talking to neighbours to find out if anyone had called the Water Board about what I thought must 
be a broken pipe, I was told it was water running off the fields behind. I’ve lived on Botley Road on and off for 45 years 
and when I lived on the Hen and Chickens side of the Road just beyond Lee Farm Close at rainy times, water would run 
off the fieds down the garden, past the house and down onto the road like a small stream. The field in question is not 
included in the plans but is adjacent to the fields in question and on the same level. Bodey Road is already prone to 
flooding, particularly in stretches that run alongside the fields now included in the plan. The section outside the 
Herfthickens often has a huge puddle which forces drivers wary of hidden potholes to swerve onto the wrong side of 
the road on a blind bend when heading towards Chesham. The dip in Botley Road — almost centrally positioned on the 
road in front of the fields earmarked for development, between Bofley play park and the Hen and Chickens pub — is 
also regularly flooded and again encourages drivers and cyclists to swing out into an area that is doubly blind with a 
bend and the crest of a slope. This water is most likely, at least in part, run off from the fields in question above the 
road. The fields in question (and footpath) at the top of the hill stretching back towards Lye Green Road from Botiey 
Road are sodden at this time of the year and must be holding a huge quantity of water protecting the houses along 
BoGey Road from flooding. The wetness of the fields proposed for possible development) with streams suddenly 
appearing and running onto the road, suggest that this may be due to springs as well as rainy weather. I have been told 
by neighbours whose families have lived in the area for generations that fields around Bodey Road are full of springs. I 
have tried to find out if any bodies have any scientific evidence for this, haven’t yet but wifi continue to do so. The field 
between Cowcroft woods and Broomstick Lane is full of springs — very noticeable because frequently after heavy rain 
water pours off the field and down the Lane. After prolonged rain a river appears across the field and washes through 
the allotments sometimes quite torrentially for days. Although only anecdotal it is highly possible that that the fields 
beside and behind BoGey Road stretching towards Lye Green Road — part of the proposed local plan - also contain 
springs. The water gushing across the Hen and Chickens carpark and the flooding on Botley Road would suggest that. 
An elderly resident who has lived here since boyhood told me that the triangle of grass in front of the Hen and Chickens 
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has a well in it which used to be the village well, which also points to the fact that there is a lot of water around that 
area. I definitely think that investigations into the possibility that the land has springs in it is crucial before taking the 
land alongside and above Botley Road out of the Green Belt and opening it up to possible development. Development 
could cause flooding of existing BoGey Road houses, not to mention flooding of any houses that might be built on the 
land. General comments about the proposed land to be taken out of Green Belt on the edge of Chesham    The area 
earmarked to be taken out of Green Belt is vast. Although the plan is to create small pockets of development, I think to 
allocate such a huge contiguous swathe to possible development is dangerous without some controls being in place. If 
controls are not in place Chesham is in danger of having a huge purely residential add on with no overall planning to 
include schools and shops and recreational facilities. This is a beautiful town with parks and fields and woods around 
and within it. An overall plan is needed to make sure that huge soulless expensive estates are not built which could 
eventually fill the entire proposed area and which would require people to get into cars to travel down the hills into 
town for everything. This would increase traffic congestion, pollution and put huge pressure on parking in the town. If 
small pockets are built on an ad hoc basis how will the council plan to provide schools etc? If pockets of development 
are intended, perhaps only pockets of land should be taken out of the Green Belt. If certain areas are earmarked for 
development, can the council assure us that areas nearby will be earmarked as nature reserves with more woodland 
and opportunities for wildlife to flourish as well as for people to enjoy? These areas should be planned so that they are 
not locked in within estates but that hedgerows and set aside land leads into and joins with the countryside around it. 
If the council need to allocate such huge swathes, could measures be taken to ensure that any planning permission that 
is given is balanced by a need for recreational and wild land, possibly that such areas (not simply grass but woodland 
and wild land also) within the proposed area will always be given a larger area than housing and other buildings. Also, 
could trigger mechanisms be agreed and put in place for the building of schools and community centres etc directly 
linked to the number of dwellings being built? To me the portion of land proposed is shockingly large and the fact that 
it is only on one side of the town seems strange. If the proposal is that pockets of development are to be built couldn’t 
some pockets of land be identified in and around other areas of Chesham as well as this swathe of Green Belt? 

Rep4493 Mr 
Peter Hawkins 
Rep4494 Mrs 
June Hawkes 

We have only just heard of these proposals via a friend. He was alerted to the news by a couple, who live nearby in 
Long Meadow. He, then knocked on our door yesterday and notified us. We, live in [no.] Vale Road and have the 
recreation area situated at the side of Nashleigh Hill. This has had a dividing fence taken down to allow access to the 
adjoining field as well, and now stretches passed the entire length of the terraced cottages. It comes as a complete 
shock, to us ,and our neighbours. To say that we we are all livid by this proposal is an understatement. Whoever 
thought of taking a large swathe of beautiffil countryside, that brings enjoyment to so many, not just the residents of 
Vale Road, but the people living in adjoining roads, who all benefit from, not just the view, but to walking in the fields 
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and the wooded area farther along with their dogs. To youngsters playing on the slide,and swings etc. Watched by their 
mothers, or playing cricket or football. It’s all there for them to play with safety assured, away from the traffic .And 
whatever you do. Do not forget the enjoyment that both children, and parents get, as well as people watching, when 
the fields are covered in snow, and how it comes alive to the shrieks of both children and parents alike as they take to 
the slopes on their sledges. “IT’SWONDERFUL” So to have this obscenity of a project put forward for consideration 
beggars belief! And those who are brave enough to admit to putting it forward, have absolutely no idea of what 
planning is, ie :- not just looking at a map, and saying, well put it here or there. You have to go out and take note of the 
surrounding area and judge whether it is suitable and what it would entail, being on a slope, drainage, both surface,and 
sewage. Noise levels, emissions from any units, and what of safety with the added amount of heavy traffic? and mostly, 
how it will affect the people with whom,you would ,without a care in the world,” dump on them.” You have to live here 
to understand what it means to see such a sight as this when you wake up. 

Rep4495 Mr 
David Rafferty 

I object to any of the options within or bordering on the parish of Little Chalfont for the following reasons:- 1. There 
have already been houses built in the last ten years amounting to anincrease of over 10% in the housing stock. 2. The 
land bordering onto Westwood Park is AONB and a recent planning application for a sports equipment container in 
Westwood Park was rejected partly on these grounds. 3. The land to the East of Stony Lane goes very close to Chenies 
Manor and will close up much of the gap between Little Chalfont and Chenies. 4. The land to the south of the 
A404/Amersham Road provides a scenic view down to the railway and provides a buffer between Little Chalfont and 
Chorleywood. 5. The land based on the former Little Chalfont Gold Course is also scenic and covers three woods. 6. The 
land between Finch Lane and Snells lane includes at least two listed properties. 

 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.   

Rep4496 Jill 
Patch 

I am responding to question 2 of Chiltern and south Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation Incorporating 
issues and options, January-March 2016). I do not agree That the site at Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden 
should be made available for residential development because we shall 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. 

  

Rep4497 Mr 
David Ladd 

QN1. In view of the South Bucks Council area talking partly in the berkshire (Slough Maidenhead in particular area) it is 
illogical that the joint needs are of equal relevance to the two councils - a greater allocation to South Bucks should be 
made in 1a next stage of the joint plan process. QN2. a) Without indication of housing provided at each loaction it is 
impossible to comment in detail, particularly on the relevant effects on communities and services (e.g. Chalfont St Giles 
expansion, no effect on Great Missenden or Burnham and no disclosure in Appendix 6 of Middle Green) b) The 
proposal for 2 M25/40 service stations in the South Bucks area is totally inappropriate and unjustified. C) Greater 
protection of AONB and river valleys chalk stream is required so that Amersham westward area should remain an open 
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space QN4. IT52 again is irrelevant an the real impact is in the AONB - no devlopment around the vent shaft should be 
contemplated - nor at tunnel exit. QN5. Maximum concentration on A, emphasis balance on alloaction, see answer 1, in 
South Bucks area impacting on Berkshire. Assess availability of sites in Option F and option G QN7. Without allocation 
of miles, this is impossible to comment. 

Rep4500 Mrs 
Rosalie 
Kitteringham 

1. Chalfont St. Peter has had its fair share of new development. Planning has already been granted for 600 houses (Holy 
Cross, Newlands Park, Alderley House, Port Haven on the Epilepsy site). These are in the previous core strategy 2026. I 
think our area has already exceeded the allocation for C.S.P. 2.Having lived in CSP village for 48 years there has always 
been a severe drainage and sewerage problem, any additional development would only make matters worse. 3. 
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. 4. The schools and medical facilities in C5P are already over stretched and would not be able to cope with any 
additional development. 5. Other parts of Chiltern district are more appropriate for development than using parts of 
our Green Belt. The Epilepsy Society Site. - as Newlands Park has already been passed for building, plus as mentioned 
above, 2 very large devopments on this site, it should now be left as Green Belt,, otherwise it will all become one 
massive development, with no Green Belt left. Any development on this site should be on existing buildings and for 
medical use only. Industrial development east of the A413 — the existing development has not been fully utilised, so 
why do we need any 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.  

           


