SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC AND RELATED OFFICER RESPONSE

B

Are there any key challenges that you feel we have missed?

Summary of issue raised

Officer Response

General pressure on existing infrastructure
(including local schools, roads, medical
facilities, hospitals and car parking). (889,
892, 894, 921, 934, 1009, 1144, 1145, 1082,
1187, 1269). To ensure infrastructure
improvement to support growth (1008,
1151).

Need to address greatly increased demand
on services - water, drainage, gas,
electricity etc. (918)

The first “key challenge” makes reference to ensuring new housing development is
supported by “the necessary supporting infrastructure”.

In preparing the Core Strategy SBDC are required to give careful consideration to the
new physical and community infrastructure required to support new development,
and how and when this will be delivered. Consideration is also being given to the
changing age profile of the District’s population, and the implications this will have
for the demand for particular facilities and services.

SBDC will continue its dialogue with infrastructure providers (including the Education
Authority, Primary Care Trust and Highways Authority) regarding the most effective
means of addressing existing infrastructure issues, and the issues that are likely to
arise as a result of new development and the changing age profile of the District’s
population.

SBDC is committed to ensuring that new development provides for all reasonable and
necessary on site infrastructure to meet the needs of residents or employees and
contributes towards to improved facilities in the area. Consideration is being given
to whether introduction of a Community Infrastructure Levy can be justified in South
Bucks.

The fifth “key challenge” makes reference to ensuring that existing and new
development is more sustainable. It is proposed to include in the Core Strategy
policies that encourage efficient resource use (for example, appropriate provision for
waste water recycling and the promotion of renewable energy technologies). SBDC
has received responses to the recent consultation from the utility companies, and
will use these as the basis for an ongoing dialogue.




Many local schools over-subscribed (892,
893, 906). Provision of sufficient school
places - including primary, secondary and
senior schools (997, 1156, 1179, 1182, 1184,
1159, 1065, 1192 - Grammar schools).
School provision for Wilton Park
development (1025).

The first “key challenge” makes reference to ensuring that new housing development
is supported by “the necessary supporting infrastructure”. Appendix 3 of the Core
Strategy: Emerging Approach document comments upon school capacity.

SBDC is aware that there are existing issues in parts of the District, with some
parents being unable to access local schooling.

SBDC is working with the Education Authority on the likely future demand for school
places in South Bucks, and in particular, the implications of the emerging Spatial
Strategy. More needs to be done to ensure that new housing development makes
appropriate contributions towards local education provision.

In responding to the most recent consultation, the Education Authority has expressed
concern about the scale of development that might occur at Beaconsfield in the
period to 2026 (assuming the Wilton Park Strategic Site is redeveloped) and the
limited scope to extend the capacity of the existing schools to accommodate
additional pupils. This issue will need to be resolved prior to publication of the Core
Strategy (March 2010).

No mention made of hospital facilities (or
their lack) at Wexham Park (1030). No
doctors or surgery in GX. (1152, 1145).

To improve health figures in some areas.
(979)

Appendix 3 of the Core Strategy: Emerging Approach document comments upon
health care provision in South Bucks. There are no NHS Hospitals in the District and
residents therefore rely on hospitals in High Wycombe, Slough and Hillingdon.
Although there is no Doctor’s Surgery in Gerrards Cross, there are surgeries in nearby
Chalfont St Peter.

SBDC is discussing health care issues with the Primary Care Trust, ensuring that the
Core Strategy takes into account both existing service issues and any planned,
localised improvements.

Limited facilities for young people.
Provision for new facilities for young
people. (892, 937, 967, 1019, 1038, 1099,
1101, 1191)

Although this was not identified as a key challenge, it is accepted that this is an issue
of public concern, one that will be reflected in the emerging South Bucks
‘Sustainable Community Strategy’. The Council has produced a Children’s and Young
People’s Plan and a Play Strategy. The Core Strategy seeks to promote access to
open space and recreational facilities, and seeks opportunities for creating new or
enhanced facilities where possible, especially where there are deficiencies. Further




work will be carried out on the District’s infrastructure needs before the Core
Strategy is published.

Impact of Heathrow 3™ Runway and
Heathrow Hub and HS2 Rail Link on District.
(895, 1032, 1091) How to integrate local
transport with the Crossrail infrastructure
post 2017. (939) Need more emphasis on
Taplow and surrounding areas for Crossrail
(1109).

A brief reference was made to the possible Heathrow Hub scheme in the Core
Strategy Emerging Approach document (para. 3.111) although this proposal is at an
early stage and it does not yet have firm Government support. However, if further
details are made available, these will be taken into account in the next version of
the Core Strategy.

Crossrail was also mentioned (para 3.110), and the Council supports this scheme
subject to appropriate environmental safeguards. Further discussions will need to
take place at a later date with public transport providers and the Highways Authority
to ensure integration between bus services and Crossrail, but this is beyond the scope
and detail of the Core Strategy.

Traffic issues (1021). Improve roads and
local public transport infrastructure. (898,
921, 1046, 1060) How to improve (and
reduce cost) of an effective public transport
system. (942, 1045, 1051, 1076, 88, 1189,
1169). To give more attention to traffic,
parking and movement between towns and
villages (1113).

Traffic congestion and the impact of this on quality of life has been identified as a key
challenge in the Core Strategy. There are strategic objectives encouraging more
sustainable forms of transport, increasing accessibility to rural areas, increasing travel
choice and mitigating the environmental impact of transportation. Parking issues are
covered in the section on Accessibility and Transport.

Increasing road usage (966, 1078, 1092).
Local traffic congestion, road safety and
parking. (900, 903, 927, 934, 943, 1009,
958, 970, 1022 - traffic congestion from J7
M4 to Maidenhead Bridge, 1104 - A4 is very
congested and extremely difficult to cross,
1120, 1144, 1071 - Beaconsfield new town,
1089, 1082, 1175 - A4, M4 and railway
congestion) Proposals will make the current
situation worse. (903, 1132 - for
Beaconsfield in particular). Reducing
volumes and make the area better suited to

Traffic congestion and the impact this has quality of life has been identified as a key
challenge in the Core Strategy. There are strategic objectives encouraging more
sustainable forms of transport, increasing accessibility to rural areas, increasing
travel choice and mitigating the environmental impact of transportation. Parking
issues are covered in the section on Accessibility and Transport.

The Council is aware of the traffic hotspots mentioned on the A4 and at
Beaconsfield, and is working with the Highways Authority to explore localised
solutions.




families / children (1105).

Provision for cyclists or pedestrians (1105,
88, 1101).

Although not mentioned as a key challenge, provision for cyclists and pedestrians is
mentioned in the Core Strategy Emerging Approach document in paragraph 3.115.

Problem of very large heavy lorries on
narrow residential road and ineffective
traffic management by BCC (1167, 1265,
2100). Managing HGV movements in
Iver/Iver Heath/Richings Park (1029, 1102,
797 - development in Court Lane will worsen
the problem, 1154 - lorries and all day
parking of cars). Relief road to reduce HGV
traffic (1100).

The version of the strategic spatial issues listed in the full length Core Strategy
Emerging Approach document does specifically refer to the traffic congestion issues
in Iver (para 1.38) and this is also referred to in strategic objective 14 (para 1.44).

The Council is aware of the strong public feeling on the amount of HGV / commercial
traffic in Iver and Richings Park. Recent analysis indicates that whilst this is a real
issue, it is not of sufficient magnitude to justify a relief road. However, further work
is being undertaken with the Highways Authority to examine this issue in more depth,
and explore the options for mitigation. Any redevelopment of Court Lane would have
to result in a significant reduction in HGV movements in the area.

New comers to Beaconsfield often work
away from the area, and do not therefore
support the local businesses. (918) To
archive a better match between homes and
jobs in each locality. (991) More local
employment sites. (1101) Many residents do
not work locally, and many commute by car.
(934)

High in and out commuting levels are recognised as a key characteristic of the
District, and one of the key challenges is to maintain a broad balance between the
resident workforce and local job opportunities. The Core Strategy will encourage a
greater proportion of South Bucks residents to live and work locally.

Employment land will continue to be protected from redevelopment for alternative
uses. Although no new employment sites are proposed in the Core Strategy, many
new jobs are expected to come forward through schemes already permitted.

Green Belt land and Sports Fields should be
protected from development. (924)
Continued protection of the Green Belt (964,
1031, 609, 792) and further emphasis on
Green Belt immediately around existing
settlements (1033, 1034). Green Belt - only
intrude as last resort (1082).

The emerging view is that the release of Green Belt land for housing development will
not be required due to the strong housing land supply position. One of the plan
objectives is to avoid the release of undeveloped sites in the Green Belt. However,
the Government will require the Council to identify a small number of locations in the
Green Belt as long term contingency sites, but these would only be released as a final
resort.

Important to ensure that the preferred
strategy “coincides” (or is coordinated) with
the strategy for development in adjoining
areas (including Slough and Hillingdon).
(946, 44, 1269)

Agreed. The Council is working closely with adjoining local authorities to ensure that
the Core Strategies are co-ordinated where possible and that cross boundary issues
are taken into account.




Preserve the character of existing villages /
towns (962, 972, 1042, 1068 - for GX).
Retention of rural character and village life
(986, 32, 1176).

The protection of local character has been identified as a key local challenge in
South Bucks. The emerging view is that the Council will seek to protect the
character of its towns and villages. A study on Townscape Character is due to be
produced prior to the adoption of the Core Strategy.

Provision of more affordable sheltered
housing for the increasing elderly population
(969, 984 - in Burnham, 675 - for retirement
accommodation in Beaconsfield).

How to address the issues arising from an ageing population has already been
identified as a key challenge. The Core Strategy recognises the need for more
specialist accommodation for older people. Further consideration is being given to
options for providing this, given constraints on land and funding.

Higher priority on security (965). More
policing in Holtspur (958). Crime - police to
focus (1082).

The Council agrees that local communities should be protected from crime and anti-
social behaviour, and that planning has a role to play in this, through measures such
as good design and lighting. However, policing levels are outside of the scope of the
Core Strategy.

The proposed Pinewood Project which plans
for some 1,500 homes on Green Belt land.
(985, 1091, 630, 1160)

A planning application has recently been submitted to the Council relating to the
Project Pinewood scheme. It was included in the list of sites put forward by
landowners/developers (Site 10, Appendix 5).

How to provide land that is not subject to
future flooding and not close to motorway
(1028). Plan to assist in case of flooding or
other disaster scenario (609). Flooding
through increased density in some areas
(1069).

Comment noted. Although this is not specifically mentioned as a key challenge,
flooding is covered in the Core Strategy (page 65).

The changes proposed generate
overcrowding for the indigenous population
(1054). 1880 new dwellings for this 20 years
period is too high (1125, 1122) - 1,880 is too
high to protect the environment (1145,
1177). To prohibit any further housing and
unnecessary development in South Bucks
(1186, 961).

The 1,880 dwelling target for South Bucks (for the period 2006-26) is set in the South
East Plan and is mandatory on the Council. Although a large proportion of this target
is already accounted for, the recently finalised South East Plan makes it clear that
the fact that the target has been met is not a reason in itself for rejecting a planning
application.

Notwithstanding this, the Core Strategy will include strong policies to protect the
environment.

Essential to reduce costs of service delivery
by working together (1111). How to obtain
funding for changes proposed without
burdening existing residents with extra costs

Agree that developer contributions need to be sought in future to a greater extent
than at present. Further work is being undertaken on infrastructure needs and
consideration will be given to whether a standard charge (Community Infrastructure
Levy) can be introduced alongside Section 106 agreements. The Council does not




(1075). S106 agreements to be included in have the resources to agree Section 106 agreements for all development (nor is this
all developments (139). appropriate).

Conserving the natural environment should Conserving and enhancing the natural environment is already one of the key

be at the top of the list (1079, 1089). More challenges. The list is in no particular order of priority. Burnham Beeches / River
consideration on environmental protection Thames are already both mentioned in the list of strategic objectives.

issues (457). To avoid endangering local
wildlife (604). How to conserve and
enhance the natural environment, in
particular Burnham Beeches, the
Thames/Jubilee rivers. (792)

The following other comments were also made:

Reducing traffic congestion is not the challenge. The challenge is to provide an adequate transport infrastructure, by providing
frequent, reliable public transport, ensuring adequate highway/pedestrian infrastructure is provided and requiring all new dwellings
have adequate off road parking (1 car space per bedroom as a minimum). (79)

Need to be more explicit in seeking to reduce green house gases and dealing with likely effects of climate change (1106). Reduce
energy use. (979)

Freedom of choice and flexibility to shoppers. Proposals are too restrictive. (1117)

Present risk of over-emphasis of accommodation for the over-55s. A more balanced view for housing in Beaconsfield should be given
consideration. (1053)

To bring back the quality of life to the people of South Bucks (accessible by bus, take away restaurants, shops and flowers in public
areas). (973)

Reduction in noise and dust pollution. (996) Pollution control - air, noise, light (1039)

To make as much use as possible of brownfield sites. (1131)

Disagree with provision of more affordable housing in this area. (1136)

Use of gardens as Brownfield land creates future problems. (1142)

Inner city regeneration should be applied not building in greenfield suburbs. (1145)

Engaging young people and improving community spirit and respecting authority. (14)

Acknowledgement and incorporation of individual Parish Plans. (1073)

Pollutant effects on residents health caused by excess traffic of constant aircraft movements overhead. (1078)




Potential legacies for post 2012. (1181)

Affordable housing in rural settlements. (165)
Inadequate public toilet facilities. (894, 949)

Avoidance of waste disposal sites from Beaconsfield area & preferably out of South Bucks. (1080)
A review of Green Belt and its boundary should be included. (302)
How to stop the Government from keeping itself in work by changing the rules every other year. (1170)

Sustainability of Burnham village centre. (1185)

Need to combat the problem of ever increasing litter deposited on our roads and villages. (896)
Dangerous lorry parking on link dual carriageway from J2 to A40. (1150)

Provision of a bypass to relieve the North/South road and more off street parking in Beaconsfield. (1158)
Government refusal to honour pledges to stop compulsory building in Buckinghamshire, post Milton Keynes. (907)
Protecting trees (woodland) within gardens. (908)

How to protect local businesses from the power of large companies (e.g. supermarkets). (910)

To support small business and local produce growers / retailers. (974)

Poor public transport (particularly after 6:30pm and on Sundays). (934)

More family homes needed, not more apartment blocks. (919)

The key challenges list is not in the correct order of priority. (1015)

Pot holes - roads in general bad condition. (958)

C Do you agree with the emerging Spatial Strategy? If no, please explain why and tell us what approach you think we

should have.

Summary of issue raised

Officer Response

Infrastructure

No further development in the District (922,
961, 1024), as local infrastructure already at
breaking point (1151, 1081, 1083, 1175) and
new development is having an adverse impact
on townscape character. (892, 1079) Already

In preparing the Core Strategy SBDC is giving careful consideration to the new
physical and community infrastructure required to support new development, and
how and when this will be delivered. Consideration is also being given to the
changing age profile of the District’s population, and the implications this will
have for the demand for particular facilities and services.




too much development in South Bucks. (951,
952) New development must be accompanied
by appropriate new infrastructure provision.
(1025, 1035, 1053, 197, 1151, 1100, 210,
1182). Any further development at
Beaconsfield will require extensive
improvement to the town’s infrastructure.
(1143) Little opportunity to expand key
infrastructure in Beaconsfield and Gerrards
Cross. (1081)

The scenarios do not address the need for
additional schools. The document states that
there will be no surplus school capacity across
the district and Iver will be at capacity. The
strategy does not consider a high school in SE
of district and assumes it will bus children to
schools in NW or outside district. (124)

SBDC will continue its dialogue with infrastructure providers (including the
Education Authority, Primary Care Trust and Highways Authority) regarding the
most effective means of addressing existing infrastructure issues, and the issues
that are likely to arise as a result of new development and the changing age
profile of the District’s population.

SBDC is committed to ensuring that new development provides for all reasonable
and necessary on site infrastructure to meet the needs of residents or employees
and contributes towards improved facilities in the area.

It is recognised that there is a strong local concern that the higher densities and
intensification are having a negative affect on local character, for example in
Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross. The Council will therefore seek to protect the
character of its towns and villages, especially those areas with special character.
A study on Townscape Character is due to be produced prior to the adoption of the
Core Strategy.

SBDC is aware that there are existing school capacity issues in parts of the District,
with some parents being unable to access local schooling. SBDC is working with the
Education Authority on the likely future demand for school places in South Bucks.

Housing

Should refuse to accept the demand from
Central Government to provide 1,880 new
dwellings. (903, 907, 1079, 1165, 1177)
Object should be to slow development and
population expansion. (1054) No need for so
much new housing. (1079) Disperse the
population more, rather than intensifying

The 1,880 dwelling target for South Bucks (for the period 2006-26) is set by
Central Government in the South East Plan and is mandatory on the Council.
Although a large proportion of this target is already accounted for, the recently
finalised South East Plan makes it clear that the fact that the target has been met
is not a reason in itself for rejecting a planning application.

National planning guidance encourages hew development to be built in




development in crowded areas. (1177)

sustainable, accessible locations, which are normally near to town centres. It also
seeks more efficient use of previously developed land, which would lead to higher
densities in more crowded areas.

The housing targets are not complete and the
figure for the number of outstanding
permissions is out of date - this does not
provide a sound basis for planning. (1035,
197) Based on incomplete and inaccurate
information - e.g. SHLAA is not finished. (210,
1265, 1266, 1267, 1268, 792)

The Core Strategy: Emerging Approach document was published shortly before a
new year’s set of housing figures were made available. Whilst this was not ideal,
there is never a perfect time to publish any document as new figures / guidance
are constantly emerging. The SHLAA will be completed and published by the time
the Core Strategy is published early in 2010. This is consistent with LDF guidance.

Scenarios / where should development go?

Scenario 1 is the best option (1163, 1167,
1175). It protects the Green Belt and in
comparison with Scenario 2, would result in
less development at Beaconsfield and
Gerrards Cross. (1163). Scenarios 1 and 2 are
more sustainable. (792)

The emerging strategy is based mainly around scenario 1, along with elements of
the other scenarios.

Scenario 4 is the best option. (909, 919, 926,
947, 1004, 1006, 1007, 1192, 979, 1073, 1186,
1187, 1270) New development would be close
to the M4 employment corridor and related
infrastructure. (947) Provides scope to
address the issue of HGV movements through
Iver. (979)

The emerging view is that there are advantages and disadvantages of each scenario
and that the no single one can address all of the strategic spatial issues. It was
therefore decided that the spatial strategy should be broadly based around
Scenario 1, with elements of the other scenarios. The main advantages and
disadvantages of Scenario 4 are given on page 23 of the full Core Strategy:
Emerging Approach document. Although this scenario would help protect the
character of Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross, it would not help to sustain services
in these settlements, which also have the best existing infrastructure. scenario 4
could also result in the need to release Green Belt land near Slough, lead to a
change in the character of Burnham and Iver and have a greater impact on
Burnham Beeches SAC.

Too much development recently in Gerrards
Cross and Beaconsfield. (912, 943, 963, 1049,
1143, 1089) More development at
Beaconsfield would have a significant adverse
impact on its character. (180, 1070, 139,

It is recognised that there is a strong local concern that the higher densities and
intensification that have occurred in recent years (largely as a result of revised
national planning guidance in PPS3) are having a negative affect on local character,
for example in Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross. Through the new Core Strategy,
the Council will seek to protect the character of its towns and villages, especially




1089)

those areas with special character. A study on Townscape Character is due to be
produced prior to the adoption of the Core Strategy.

Scenario 4 not supported. It would result in a
“double whammy” for local residents in the
south of the District, exacerbating the issues
associated with expansion of Heathrow
expansion and resulting in the loss of Green
Belt land. (1039) Under Scenario 4, A4 Bath
Rd would become even more congested. (792)

Preferred strategy should focus on
Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross only. (1033,
1034) Preferred strategy should focus on
developing other areas. (1089)

There are advantages and disadvantages of each scenario - no single one can
address all of the strategic spatial issues. The main advantages and disadvantages
of Scenario 4 are given on page 23 of the full Core Strategy Emerging Approach
document.

The Council’s emerging view is that the spatial strategy should be broadly based
around Scenario 1, with elements of the other scenarios. Further consideration
will be given to whether Burnham should be included along with Beaconsfield and
Gerrards Cross as a main focus for development prior to the Core Strategy being
published next year.

No development should be permitted in the
Green Belt. (898, 900, 902, 910, 924, 1112,
951, 994, 1049, 1083, 1162, 1184)

The Council’s emerging view in the Core Strategy is that the release of Green Belt
land for housing development will not be required due to the strong housing land
supply position. However, the Government will require the Council to identify a
small number of locations in the Green Belt as long term contingency sites, but
these would only be released as a last resort.

Other

Strategy should give greater recognition to
the natural environment. (210) Greater
significance should be given to the natural
environment in terms of recreation, amenity
and biodiversity. (1265, 1266, 1267, 1268)

The natural environment is a key element of the Core Strategy - see pages 59 to 63
of the full length version.

Important to consider employment issues
alongside housing development. (918) More
brownfield employment sites should be
redeveloped for housing. (1033, 1034) More
space should be allocated to employment and
leisure activities to help maintain or indeed
reduce the number of vehicle movements
throughout the area. (1125)

Agreed. Employment is a key element of the Core Strategy - see pages 55 to 57 of
the full length version. The emerging spatial strategy includes a bullet point on
employment land. The emerging view is that existing employment sites should
generally be protected from redevelopment for other uses, unless they are no
longer needed.




Change Taplow Riverside from GB3 to GB1 The Emerging Approach document concentrated on the ‘big picture’ rather than

status (1024, 1128, 1083, 1165). the finer detail and so did not indicate which settlements would be defined as GB3
settlements. This matter will be clarified in the version that is submitted for
Examination.

Taplow Riverside is a Conservation Area within the Green Belt and as such will
continue to enjoy considerable protection from development.

Do not understand the term “Emerging Spatial | The council sought to use plain English and avoid the unnecessary use of jargon in
Strategy” - too much use of jargon. (906, the document, and many terms are explained in footnotes. However, many
1121, 1167) The issues are well set out and expressions were invented by the Government so their use is unavoidable.
explained. (911)

The following other comments were also made:

Develop locations with the best public transport infrastructure. (900, 1042)

Small villages are “dying”. Some additional housing in small villages would encourage the return of facilities (e.g. shops and
restaurants). (902) Development required to maintain services. (1171)

Existing houses are not selling - why build more? Where are all the people coming from who want to live in South Bucks? (1120)
Rather than building new homes, the Council should buy-up unoccupied housing stock. (1028)

Affordable housing should be focused in locations with good access to local facilities, services and public transport. (1042)
Affordable housing should be directed to less “sought after” areas. (943) No affordable housing provision in Beaconsfield and
Gerrards Cross. (1042)

Stronger emphasis required on affordable housing provision. (988) Disagree that more affordable housing is needed - the
attraction of the area is largely due to the limited amount of existing affordable housing. (1136)

Strategy should encourage mixed housing densities and different sizes of houses and flats. (982)

Emerging Strategy supported because it “spreads the pain”. (1061) Scenarios not mutually exclusive - best approach to combine
elements of all four scenarios. (237)

Why not allow a little development in all settlements and a few small high quality greenfield developments. (962)

More to be gained by progressing a combination of Scenarios 3 and 4. (917) Support focus on smaller settlements - scenario 3 and
4.

Scenario 3 spreads the opportunities, creating greater flexibility. (1117) Scenario 3 preferred. (1179)

Scenario 1 would turn Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross into another High Wycombe or Slough. (1132)




Crossrail and Heathrow Hub will give rise to development pressures, and therefore the south of the district should have special
consideration in the LDF, in consultation with Slough BC. If Scenario 4 is not adopted, then the housing target will be over
achieved. (1270)

Scenario 1 will result in over development, degrading character of the three main towns. | suggest you consider undertaking
Neighbourhood Character Assessments, which could form basis of SPD to maintain character and keep densities at an acceptable
level. (180)

Expansion of the largest settlements is incompatible with sustainability and infrastructure capacity. (968)

More space for development in other parts of the District. (1015)

New development should be directed to Slough, helping to deliver more facilities and raise wealth. (963)

Consideration should be given to adjacent centres and facilities. (1030)

Whilst agreeing that available sites in Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross should be utilised, the southern villages and Burnham are
currently accommodating much of the new housing development. With poor north / south links, it is important that Burnham
provides local facilities and services, helping to minimise car journeys to Slough, Maidenhead and Beaconsfield. (1113)

More housing in Burnham will exacerbate existing traffic problems. (960) Insufficient consideration has been given to the impact
of the Strategic Sites on traffic congestion. (966)

Emerging Strategy could result in development in the Green Belt adjacent to Burnham. The strategy will result in loss of village
identity, with the further merging of Slough and Burnham. (1076) Loss of any Green Belt land around Burnham must be resisted.
(457)

Emerging strategy fails to recognise the challenges resulting from the proximity of Burnham to Slough. (44)

Concentrating development in the Burnham area is likely to have a significant and negative impact upon Burnham Beeches SAC.
(457)

Why not develop area around Denham, which already has a train station and is close to the M40 / M25? (1071)

The emerging strategy makes no reference to other proposed projects such Project Pinewood, 3rd runway at Heathrow etc.
(1167)

Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross should not be allowed to encroach on Slough - would be the end of village life for Farnham
Common / Royal and other villages. (32)

The emerging strategy is contrary - suggesting no need to release land from the Green Belt on the one hand, and then proposing
three Strategic Sites (in the Green Belt) for development. (1091)

Strategy of urban intensification broadly supported. (994) Better to spread the intensification across a range of locations. (1056,
1070)

Infill development and re-use of previously developed land within settlements can deliver future development requirements.
(902, 938) Infill development on brownfield or greenfield sites better than development in new locations. (816)



¢ More information required on what is proposed for the smaller villages (for example, Stoke Poges). (1014) Information provided
is quite generalised. (1167) There is no indication of the amount of development envisaged. (1105)

e Further urbanisation of the three largest settlements in the District would erode their “village” character. (932, 1018)

o Relief road needed to rear of Ridgeway Trading Estate to divert traffic from Richings Park and Iver Village. (1032)

¢ No reference to how the emerging strategy will reduce traffic congestion and its impact on quality of life. (1091)

e Further business development in the Iver area will result in more vehicle movements. lver is already used as a rat-run. (934)

e Emerging strategy supported if HGV’s removed from Iver Village. (1059)

e Wilton Park should be used to deliver improved access / by-pass for A355. (942)

¢ Do not support proposals for Wilton Park, and therefore the emerging spatial strategy. Existing housing should be reused, tower
block converted to flats, remaining land given over to parkland and A355 diverted. (1172)

e No contingency sites should be identified / released. (1024, 1165)

e Contingency land at Burnham unsuitable for development. Range of reasons cited, including too far from local amenities,
unsuitable local road network, site covered in TPO’s and the resultant adverse impact on townscape character. (1191)

e Proposals for the Bishop Centre not supported. (1109)

e Should await decision of MOD on Wilton Park. (1111)

e Equal importance should be attached to the natural environment, the built environment and housing delivery. (1035, 197).

e There has to be a balanced approach to planning - expanding whilst maintaining and enhancing the standards of living for existing

residents. (1151)

e Questionable whether land near Taplow Village (Mill Lane), which is at risk from flooding, should be proposed for redevelopment.
(1053, 1075)

e Unrest if building densities increase (1063).

Where do you think the Contingency Sites should be located?
There was a clear correlation between the location of respondents and the preferred location of contingency sites. For example, less

than 10% of the respondents who lived in Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross supported the provision of contingency land adjacent to their
home town. The majority of these respondents suggested contingency land provision at Burnham or on sites adjacent to Slough.



Suggested additional long term housing contingency sites.

Location Proposer Size (Ha) | Comments Officer Response
Part of Wexham Park Golf Individual 15 hain Site in two parts. Access to local
Course (Green Course only), (909) total facilities and services is relatively
Wexham Street. poor.
Land south and adjacent to
Nuffield Spore Hospital,
Wexham Street.
French Horn Pub, Gerrards Individual Less than | With the built-up area. Not a suitable contingency site, as
Cross (910) lha it is too small and the Council has
no control over when the land
comes forward for development.
Police land adjoining the Individual Less than | Particularly appropriate for Not a suitable contingency site, as
Bishop Centre at Taplow (1266) lha affordable housing and it is close | it is too small and the Council has
to bus route / Taplow station. no control over when the land
comes forward for development.
The EIm and Dingle, at Individual 1.7 ha Currently residential and stables. | Small site adjacent to the built-up
junction of Blackpond Lane (1271) Could provide in fill without area of Farnham Common. Access
and Fairfield Lane, SL2 3EA. detriment to neighbourhood. to local facilities and services is
relatively poor.
Fourells Paddock Individual 4ha Council states Richings Park has a | Site has already been suggested.
(124) “poor range of facilities and Unlikely to be suitable as a
services” but what is being done | contingency site as its location is
to improve the situation? unsustainable and it is not
Additional housing will help consistent with emerging spatial
sustain facilities /services. Site is | strategy.
next to agricultural land
(Larbourne Farm).
‘Tudors’, Wood Lane, Iver Individual 1.5 ha Next to a GB3 settlement. Small site adjacent to Wood Lane
Heath (1273) Close. The site lies in the Colne

Valley Park. Access to local
facilities and services is poor.




Note: Some respondents suggested non-specific areas of land, e.g. whole settlements or land adjacent to settlements. These have been

excluded from the above table as there is insufficient detail for them to be appraised.

Do you agree with the emerging approach for each Strategic Site:

Wilton Park

Summary of issue raised

Officer Response

Infrastructure

Further development will place additional
pressure on already stretched local
infrastructure (including schools and
hospitals). (889, 961, 970, 975, 979, 1192)

The necessary infrastructure must be
provided to support housing i.e. medical
centre, primary school. (959, 980, 1126,
1124, 1145, 1061, 1080, 1187)

In preparing the Core Strategy SBDC are required to give careful consideration to the
new physical and community infrastructure required to support new development, and
how and when this will be delivered. Development at Wilton Park would only be
permitted if the necessary infrastructure is provided, for example highways
improvements or sewerage facilities.

Further discussions will be held with the County Council (as education authority) and
the Primary Care Trust before the Core Strategy is published to establish whether
schools and health facilities in the Beaconsfield area would be able to cope with the
scale of development expected at Wilton Park, or whether additional provision is
necessary.

Proximity to A40 and M40 make it
attractive. (1124, 1176, 1185)

The Council agrees that Wilton Park is well located in relation to the A40 and M40
roads, although the current access into the site is poor. The Highways Authority are
currently examining the traffic impacts of development at Wilton Park in more detail,
should it be released by the MOD, including the access arrangements into the site.

Traffic/Access Issues

Access into Wilton Park needs to be
improved. (898, 997, 1019, 1056, 1067,
1073, 1160) Need for effective traffic
management. (914) Roundabout access
need to be redesigned. (1107)

It is agreed that a new access from the Pyebush roundabout is very likely to be needed
as a result of the Wilton Park development, as the existing access from the small
roundabout by the Old Town would not be able to cope with the additional traffic.
Further discussions are being held with the Highways Authority over access
arrangements into the site.




Proposals would increase traffic congestion
in Beaconsfield. (892, 943, 945, 951, 970,
974, 975, 1018, 1048, 1127, 1149, 1156,
1161, 1269) Traffic is already very heavy
to and from Junction 2 of the M40. (928,
950, 1139, 1065, 1156, 1161)

It is essential that any redevelopment scheme at Wilton Park does not lead to a
significant increase in traffic in Beaconsfield. Initial work indicates that the traffic
impact of the Wilton Park development would be low at the strategic scale. Further
discussions are being held with the Highways Authority over options for reducing
traffic problems at Beaconsfield, including examining the impact of development at
Wilton Park, should the site be released by the MOD.

Supported only if there is a new by-pass
from Amersham Road to Wilton Park
roundabout. (931, 942, 958, 972, 1119,
139, 1122, 1269). Relief road is needed
now, not at some future time. (1270)

It is essential that any redevelopment scheme at Wilton Park does not lead to a
significant increase in traffic in Beaconsfield. Initial work indicates that the traffic
impact of the Wilton Park development would be low at the strategic scale. Further
discussions are being held with the Highways Authority over options for reducing
traffic problems at Beaconsfield, including examining whether a relief road is needed
for the town.

Open Space

Land should be given back to the
community as a recreational park. (892,
907, 919, 1030, 1186, 1189) Land should
be returned to Green Belt. (926, 1089)
Not supported. (929) Redevelopment
unnecessary. (902) Large development in
this area is unsustainable. (947) Existing
green spaces at Wilton Park should be
retained. (925) Development at Wilton
Park could provide additional parkland,
helping to address the lack of parks and
gardens in Beaconsfield. (948) Should
provide parkland as well as housing. (1013,
1099, 1172)

It is essential that existing recreational facilities at Wilton Park are retained where
possible. As Beaconsfield is deficient in some types of open space, there may be
scope for some new open space to be created as apart of any scheme at Wilton Park.

However, about half of the site comprises previously developed land and it is not
realistic to expect the entire site to be used purely as a recreational park. This is
because there would be no economic incentive for the landowner to release the site
and to resolve existing problems on the site, such as demolition of the tower block.




Good/Bad site

Best site - as general public have not had
any benefit from this area in the past, and
won’t therefore lose anything through its
redevelopment. Good site. (899, 901, 967,
971, 1151, 1166, 32, 630) Good site
adjacent to town. (945) Wilton Park seems
sensible. (1068)

Support for the redevelopment of the site is noted and welcomed. The Council agrees
that if the site is released by the MoD, it would provide an opportunity for a
sustainable scheme that can resolve some existing problems in the area.

Good use of previously developed land.
(903, 906, 921,994, 1029, 1063, 1099,
1155, 1181)

Support for the redevelopment of the site is noted and welcomed. About half of the
site consists of previously developed (‘brownfield’) land, and the Council agrees that
should Wilton Park be released, the redevelopment of this brownfield element would
be appropriate, subject to environmental safeguards.

Not good site - Beaconsfield already busy
enough. (1136, 1148, 1149)

It is essential that any redevelopment scheme at Wilton Park does not lead to a
significant increase in traffic in Beaconsfield. Initial work indicates that the traffic
impact of the Wilton Park development would be low at the strategic scale. Further
discussions are being held with the Highways Authority over options for reducing
traffic problems at Beaconsfield.

Other Issues

The tower block should be demolished.
(35, 1091, 1153)

Agreed. Removal of the tower block is an important element of the emerging policy
framework for redevelopment of the Wilton Park Strategic Site.

The following other comments were also made:

. Wilton Park is large enough to accommodate all the required supporting facilities and services. (899, 1171) Important to
ensure provision of suitable amenities. (914)

Cycle ways to Beaconsfield. (979)
Near good shopping centre. (1047)

Wilton Park can only be considered if developed as a village in own right, Doctors, dentist, school etc. (1008)
No to development, 300 extra houses would mean extra cars + people with more roads / schools etc. (1132)

Wilton Park has good access to the motorway and train services. It has better infrastructure generally. (934)
Current infrastructure could not cope with the development e.g. schools, doctors, roads. (1149, 1081)




Unrealistic to expect people to walk and cycle to the facilities and services available in Beaconsfield. (892)

The Wilton Park site is huge - where are those people going to drive, park, shop, go to school and get on the train?
Beaconsfield doesn't have the capacity! (1070)

The fact that the MoD acquired the site for government purposes is not in itself an adequate reason to justify redevelopment
when transport and sewerage infrastructure indicate otherwise. Development would add a fourth disparate community to
Beaconsfield. If there is to be development it should only occur after infrastructure has been provided by developer or
county council. (1270)

More than one entrance into the development. (959, 1160)

Suggest traffic can access A40 & M40 directly without going towards Beaconsfield. (1009, 1119) Site should be accessed
directly from Pyebush roundabout. (1041)

Only Wilton Park has road network to cope with increased traffic. However, there would be no improvement at the A40
roundabout south of Wilton Park as traffic would be coming in from north side if Wilton Park goes ahead. (966)

A355 would need re-routing through the proposed site. (1060, 1172)

What about access to railway for commuters? (1124)

Releasing Green belt land at Wilton Park will create a town with no public transport links, which is contrary to plans on
environmental impact. (124)

Transport may be an issue. (70)

Not suitable for parkland, as not integrated within an urban setting. (917)

Do not believe Beaconsfield has a shortage of parks and gardens. (1111)

Care should be taken not to harm the existing trees and if possible create space around them. (1037)

Do not agree that environmental improvements will follow. (963)

Good site - well screened by existing trees. (946) Almost a 'hidden area' that should be used. (1131)

Could become an excellent facility for Beaconsfield. (1056)

The wider 40ha site would provide greater scope for contingency. (895) 40 ha site offers huge potential. (910)
Redevelopment long overdue. Improved road/rail links to Amersham needed. (940, 340)

No housing under any circumstance - must be kept for the "military housing”. (1054)

Development would not impose on the character of Beaconsfield Old Town or New Town. (918, 1031)

MOD should be responsible for addressing any contaminated land issues. (921)

Believe that site release will be considerably delayed by the military. (956)

Land shouldn’t be used to develop more apartment blocks, which only benefit the developers. (919)

Too many houses proposed at the expense of recreation land. (1107)

Only a restricted amount of housing. (995, 1153)



Houses should be of high quality design. (1043) The design should be sympathetic to the environment and have green
infrastructure, and not be impersonal like that at Cliveden. (180)

Large part of this site should be for affordable housing. (1055)

Mix of private/affordable housing. (1043, 1051, 1080) Emphasis on affordable housing needed. (1187)

Any redevelopment should not increase the footprint of development. (925, 1016)

Need to check whether existing buildings are re-useable due to age and the future of tower block. (1067) Use existing housing
and covert tower block into flats if possible. (1172)

The tower should be kept - it is a landmark. Beaconsfield could also accommodate another tower. (1101)

There are 16 new houses unsold after a year. Why is development [at Wilton Park] allowed when there obviously is not the
need. (1186)

Sustainability of the urban environment should be a priority - e.g. energy self-sufficiency, green roofs etc. (937)

It's location (close to motorway but away from station) will encourage use of cars rather than public transport (988)

Should be built to Code for Sustainable Homes 4+ /BREEAM excellent rating. (1043)

Good opportunity to build an eco village or community village. (1151) Could you make Wilton Park a local prototype for
green, environmentally friendly, affordable housing.(1187)

Too close to old rubbish dump - smell. (980, 1061)

Swimming pool should be built on site. (1013, 958)

If Project Pinewood really needs a site as claimed, this is the size and has sufficient brownfield area for the purpose. (1027)
Possible campus development. (1030)

Beaconsfield will lose its appeal as a small town. (1127)

Seems we have no choice. (1142)

Would increase traffic flow to Slough, Farnham Common and Royal. (1075)

Views of local residents are important. (1079)

Should provide employment. (1099)

Will step towards continuous development along A40 turning Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross into London suburbs. (1177)
Wilton Park should be used for parking for the old town & recreational land for young people - such as go-kart tracks,
swimming pool, woods "G0O-APE" type adventures. (1135)

Should MoD decide to retain Wilton Park as a School of Languages, this should be supported. (180)



Mill Lane

Summary of issue raised

Officer Response

Traffic/Access Issues

Mill Lane and junction onto A4 would need
upgrading to meet residents needs. (966) Concerns
abo