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Subject:        Re Wilton Park SPD

Dear Sir or Madam

Although not a resident of South Bucks, I have been a frequent visitor to Wilton 
Park since 1998, and feel very strongly that the military heritage of the site should 
not just disappear.  Shean Block, built in 1942, is the sole remaining building of 
Second World War vintage on the site, and I have submitted an application to 
English Heritage to have this listed.  This was the Headquarters of Camp 20, where 
MI9 were based - the Military Intelligence branch concerned with Escape and 
Evasion.  It encouraged "escape mindedness" in Allied prisoners of war (and also 
evaders) primarily in Germany, but also elsewhere.  Camp 300 (where the secure 
site is now) was one of the three Combined Services Detailed Interrogation Centres 
where important prisoners of war were interrogated - and also listened to via 
microphones hidden in the cells.  Vital intelligence was picked up in this way - and 
the site rivalled Bletchley Park in importance.  Between 1946 and 1948 it became a 
Re-education centre for Nazi POWs, run by Heinz Koeppler.  This taught 
democracy and inspired and enabled those returning to a war ravaged country to 
forge a new Germany.  Between 1949 and 1950 the Foreign Office continued the 
courses for German civilians in the building that became Shean Block.  The 
courses continued under the name "Wilton Park" but in 1951 moved to Wiston 
House in West Sussex where they are still run today.  

Shean Block was then used as a Sergeants Mess, before becoming the Russian 
Language Wing (and therefore having a Cold War significance).  The building 
deserves to be retained - and would make a marvellous heritage centre or 
museum.  This story should be much better known - and could be both a prime 
tourist attraction and an excellent education facility.  Intelligence and captivity 
are perenially popular subjects, and this site offers so many angles in one location; 
the allied and axis viewpoint (Americans were also trained at MI9 and were on the 
staff there so there is an international dimension), intelligence, escape (some 
of Clayton Hutton's escape aids were designed here - good for studying science and 
technology), language, and citizenship and reconciliation.

I would be very happy to provide more information or discuss this further with you 
- my telephone number is 020 7416 5346.  I am a librarian at the Imperial War 
Museum (although I stress that I am contacting you in a personal capacity).  The 
information I have uncovered has been the result of research for a book I am 
writing for people tracing Second World War prisoners of war - a companion 
volume to my First World War book published in 2012:  http://www.pen-and-
sword.co.uk/Tracing-Your-Prisoner-of-War-Ancestors-The-First-World-
War/p/3530/   Dr Helen Fry, the historian who has published widely on the POW 
bugging operations is also involved in this campaign.

I hope that you will find this information of some assistance, and look forward to 
hearing back from you.

Yours sincerely

Sarah Paterson
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Subject:        Wilton Park development

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Flagged

 I live in Copperfields, Beaconsfield and wish to register my concerns about 
several aspects of the proposed development of Wilton Park. I appreciate 
that this is a very desirable area to live and that the development would 
boost the local economy in the short and longer term. I also appreciate 
that consideration has been given to the provision of recreational and 
community facilities which would hopefully benefit all Beaconsfield 
residents. 

However, I would like your reassurance that the Council is giving due 
attention to the adverse impact of this development on the town and its 
residents.

I am concerned about the additional demands on the capacity schools, fire, 
police and GP services in the area and hope that due consideration has 
been given to these.

I am concerned about the additional demands on parking both in the town 
and at the station, and on the further overcrowding of rush hour trains to 
and from London. It is already very difficult to get a seat on a train from 
London to Marylebone between 7am and 9am on weekdays.

I am particularly concerned about the impact on road traffic. The 
roundabout at the end of London End, where Minerva Road, the only road 
from Wilton Park, emerges, is already very congested over an extended 
rush hour. It is inevitable that between these times most of the residents 
of the 300 new homes would leave and return, causing very considerable 
congestion. The draft Supplementary Planning Document refers to a relief 
road onto the A355 being a "priority scheme", with money set aside for a 
feasibility study. It suggests that access from the Pyebush Roundabout 
onto the new development  "should be ( via) a new road". However, this 
document  gives no assurance that these sections of road will ever appear. 

Unless these roads are built first, the development phase will cause 
unimaginable problems for road users in the area, not only during rush 
hours, but through the day when contractors are arriving and departing, 
and when deliveries of materials are being made.

I trust that South Bucks Council will consider the negative impact of this 
development on existing residents and make the appropriate provision to 
ensure that it benefits the residents of Beaconsfield as well as those with 
business interests.
Thank you.

Mrs. G.E. Walley
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PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Judy Rider 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

6 55 6.25 The community hub has no mention of a staged area which 
could also be utilised as a theatre for the arts.   It should be 
noted there are a number of long standing theatre groups in 
Beaconsfield and the surrounding area bringing much 
enjoyment of theatre and the arts to the town.    Many young 
people have gained experience and a lifelong love of theatre 
through these organisations – both in acting, back stage work 
and audience participation. 
It should be noted that since the demise of the old cinema in 
Beaconsfield New Town and the Burnham Hall in Beaconsfield 
Old Town, these stage facilities have not been replaced. 
Such an appropriate facility would be of benefit to people of 
all ages. 
As a long standing member of the Chiltern Shakespeare 
Company, I would like to see SBDC and the developers set 
aside a parcel of land within the Wilton Park site in order to 
enable the local community to build their own Arts Centre, 
with theatre as the heart and soul of the Art Centre 
development. 



Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

26th February 2014 

Dear Sir/Madam,  

I refer to the public consultation of the South Bucks District Council’s draft SPD regarding the 
proposed development of Wilton Park.

I am a resident of Beaconsfield and my son has played football at Beaconsfield Holtspur 
Football Club for 1 year.  The football club is important to us because it offers our son the 
opportunity to play football with his friends without having to travel a significant distance. The 
club is very friendly and well run by a large number of enthusiastic and passionate members. 

I have seen the response submitted by the Chairman of Beaconsfield Holtspur FC, Keith Bowyer, 
and I wish to add my support to the club’s feedback. 

I support Beaconsfield Holtspur FC’s position because I feel that a town the size of Beaconsfield, 
with it’s growing population, deserves and warrants good, local sporting facilities. 

I especially support the following: 
- The proposal of at least 2 hectares of formal sports pitches, and I support the request that 

this be used for football and made available to Beaconsfield Holtspur FC. 
- The Club’s request to include an additional 1 hectare of pitches which is required because 

the club has 300 players, and the request for a floodlit, artificial grass pitch which would 
enable extended playing opportunities. 

- The phasing requirement that ‘sports pitches remain available for use throughout the 
construction period’. 

- The development of a new Community ‘Hub’, with sports changing facilities and parking for 
100 cars. 

I confirm I would like to be informed of the adoption of the SPD. 

Yours faithfully, 
Bruce Lloyd-Taylor 
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Planning Policy Team  
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

26th February 2014 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the public consultation of the South Bucks District Council’s draft SPD regarding the 
proposed development of Wilton Park. 

I am a resident of Beaconsfield and 2 of my sons have both played football at Beaconsfield 
Holtspur Football Club for the past 3 years.  The football club is important for us because it 
provides a safe and organised environment for, what amounts to, 100’s of Beaconsfield 
children to enjoy the outdoors in a healthy, sporting atmosphere. I have seen the response 
submitted by the Chairman of Beaconsfield Holtspur FC, Keith Bowyer, and I wish to add my 
support to the club’s feedback.

I support Beaconsfield Holtspur FC’s position because the current facilities are already 
inadequate for the number of children using the site and any proposal which does not provide 
an enhanced offering will only lead to the dissolution of the club and the children having to find 
alternative, less attractive, options to fill their time. 

I especially support the following: 
- The proposal of at least 2 hectares of formal sports pitches, and I support the request that 

this be used for football and made available to Beaconsfield Holtspur FC. 
- The Club’s request to include an additional 1 hectare of pitches which is required because 

the club has 300 players, and the request for a floodlit, artificial grass pitch which would 
enable extended playing opportunities. 

- The phasing requirement that ‘sports pitches remain available for use throughout the 
construction period’. 

- The development of a new Community ‘Hub’, with sports changing facilities and parking for 
100 cars. 

I confirm I would like to be informed of the adoption of the SPD. 

Yours faithfully, 

Richard Walker 
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26 February 2014 

The Planning Policy Team 
Capswood 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
UB9 4LH. 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District Council’s 
draft SPD. 

I have been playing cricket for Beaconsfield Cricket Club since I was 8 years old and now 
play for the senior teams. I have also played football on the pitches at Wilton Park. This has 
given me an enthusiasm for sport which should be available to all people of all ages. 

Included in the consultation document is the provision of new sports pitches and changing 
facilities within the Community ‘Hub’.  As Beaconsfield Holtspur FC currently use the 
existing football pitches, the expectation is that these new facilities will be used by them.  

At the same time Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Squash Club are also 
discussing a proposal to develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their facilities up to 
modern standards. 

Consequently, there seems a huge opportunity for the Council to consider the potential 
development of a single facility for all three Clubs. The combined membership and resources 
of all three clubs would provide the facility with greater utilisation and strong financial 
sustainability for many years to come. 

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non profit making and exist purely for the benefit 
of the people of the Beaconsfield area) provide high quality sporting opportunities for 
hundreds of Beaconsfield residents (especially children). This is a once in a lifetime 
opportunity to provide the residents (and future generations) with first class facilities to 
develop these sports even further. 
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Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that the 
Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a review to find a way of developing a 
joint clubhouse facility which is more financially sustainable and will be to the greater benefit 
of current and future generations of Beaconsfield residents. Whilst we recognise that the SPD 
relates only to land within the Opportunity site boundary, we think that the authority should 
encourage and enable more lateral thinking where opportunities may exist that will benefit 
the wider community. This may result in some areas of land that are currently set within the 
Green Belt being accepted as development opportunities when considered as Exceptions 
Cases benefitting the Community. 

Yours faithfully, 

James Daniel 



26 February 2014 

The Planning Policy Team 
Capswood 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
UB9 4LH. 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District Council’s 
draft SPD. 

Included in the consultation document is the provision of new sports pitches and changing 
facilities within the Community ‘Hub’.  As Beaconsfield Holtspur FC currently use the 
existing football pitches, the expectation is that these new facilities will be used by them.  

At the same time Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Squash Club are also 
discussing a proposal to develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their facilities up to 
modern standards. 

Consequently, there seems a huge opportunity for the Council to consider the potential 
development of a single facility for all three Clubs. The combined membership and resources 
of all three clubs would provide the facility with greater utilisation and strong financial 
sustainability for many years to come. 

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non profit making and exist purely for the benefit 
of the people of the Beaconsfield area) provide high quality sporting opportunities for 
hundreds of Beaconsfield residents (especially children). This is a once in a lifetime 
opportunity to provide the residents (and future generations) with first class facilities to 
develop these sports even further. 

109



Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that the 
Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a review to find a way of developing a 
joint clubhouse facility which is more financially sustainable and will be to the greater benefit 
of current and future generations of Beaconsfield residents. Whilst we recognise that the SPD 
relates only to land within the Opportunity site boundary, we think that the authority should 
encourage and enable more lateral thinking where opportunities may exist that will benefit 
the wider community. This may result in some areas of land that are currently set within the 
Green Belt being accepted as development opportunities when considered as Exceptions 
Cases benefitting the Community. 

Yours faithfully, 

Graham Daniel 



Planning Policy Team
South Bucks District Council
Capswood
Denham
Buckinghamshire
UB9 4LH

26 February 2014

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I am writing regarding the public consultation of South Bucks District Council’s draft SPD and the proposed 
development of Wilton Park.
We have lived in Beaconsfield for the last ten years,  and my son Reggie has just started playing at Beaconsfield 
Holtspur Football Club, 
which uses the pitches at Wilton Park.  Reggie has really loved playing football with his friends at the weekend there, 
and it is a great healthy 
way to spend the weekend. The coaches are amazing to give up their time to work with the children.

The football club is really important not only to us, but to the local community as a whole. It brings people together, 
gives a sense of 
community and teaches kids the benefits of exercise and team work.

I support the response submitted by the Chairman of Beaconsfield Holtspur FC, Keith Bowyer. 

We need:
* At least 2 hectares of formal sports pitches, and I support the request that this be used for football and made
available to 
Beaconsfield Holtspur FC.
* An additional 1 hectare of pitches which is required because the club has 300 players, and the request for a
floodlit, artificial grass 
pitch which would enable extended playing opportunities.
* sports pitches that remain available for use throughout the construction period.
* Parking. The development of a new Community ‘Hub’, with sports changing facilities and parking for 100 cars.

I confirm I would like to be informed of the adoption of the SPD.

Yours faithfully,
Kate and Richard Power

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Subject:        Wilton Park

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I am writing as part of the public consultation of the South Bucks District 
Council’s draft Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) regarding the 
proposed development of Wilton Park. 

I live locally and my son has played football at Beaconsfield Holtspur Football 
Club for the past 4 years.  I have seen the response submitted by the Chairman 
of Beaconsfield Holtspur FC, Keith Bowyer, and I wish to add my support to 
the club’s feedback.

Specifically, I support the following recommendations:
-       The proposal for at least 2 hectares of formal sports pitches; these should 
be used for football and made available to Beaconsfield Holtspur FC
-       The Club’s request to include an additional 1 hectare of pitches (required 
because the club has 300 players)
-       The request for a floodlit, artificial grass pitch which would enable extended 
playing opportunities – and use by other sports like hockey as well as 
football
-       The phasing requirement that “sports pitches remain available for use 
throughout the construction period”, which is critical to the survival of 
Beaconsfield Holtspur FC
-       The development of a new Community ‘Hub’, with sports changing facilities 
and parking for 100 cars

I confirm I would like to be informed of the adoption of the SPD.

Yours sincerely,

Simon Daily

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 
Email: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

26th February 2014 

Dear Sir/Madam,  

We refer to the public consultation of the South Bucks District Council’s draft SPD 
regarding the proposed development of Wilton Park. 

Our son has played football at Beaconsfield Holtspur Football Club for the past 2 years 
and during that time he has made many friends.  The football club is important for us 
because it brings together young people of all ages and backgrounds and gives them a 
place in which to grow and develop.  We have seen the response submitted by the 
Chairman of Beaconsfield Holtspur FC, Keith Bowyer, and wish to add our support to 
the club’s feedback. 

We support Beaconsfield Holtspur FC’s position because the club provides vital 
opportunities for young people in the local and surrounding areas.  We especially 
support the following: 
- The proposal of at least 2 hectares of formal sports pitches, and the request that 

this be used for football and made available to Beaconsfield Holtspur FC. 
- The Club’s request to include an additional 1 hectare of pitches which is required 

because the club has 300 players. 
- The request for a floodlit, artificial grass pitch which would enable extended 

playing opportunities. 
- The phasing requirement that ‘sports pitches remain available for use throughout 

the construction period’. 
- The development of a new Community ‘Hub’, with sports changing facilities and 

parking for 100 cars. 

We confirm we would like to be informed of the adoption of the SPD. 

Yours faithfully,

Mr and Mrs T Murray
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I have pleasure in attaching the letter I send on 15th April 2013. Having reread the letter I 
believe the majority of points are still relevant, with some points already addressed in your 
SPD.

Having read the SPD I now agree that it would be better for the development to have the sport 
facilities adjacent to the Cricket club with the residential to the north east of the site. The new 
development must be part of Beaconsfield not a remote gted stelite village. 

While it would be better for the whole relief road to be completed as one, I understand the 
issues involved and believe the SPD deals adequately with the section relating to Wilton Park. 

In particular however I would like to draw your attention to the comments I made in relation to 
the sporting facilities (point 2 in my letter). I remain convinced that the Wilton Park 
development needs to contribute to the facilities of the town as it residents will undoubtedly 
place a further burden on the existing limited facilities of the town. The town badly needs 
decent football facilities and Wilton Park offers an ideal opportunity to provide this. I was 
therefore happy to see this listed on the plans and support this position.

I would however like you to consider a more ambitious view of this. While replacement football 
facilities would be welcome I believe a better more comprehensive solution exists. By adopting 
a public/private sector solution Beaconsfield could achieve so much more. My solution would 
be selling or renting part of the area allocated for sports use to a commercial Health club 
operator. They would be responsible for building a private health club with a pool, tennis and 
leisure facilities for its members. They would also be responsible for building and operating a 
public pool and football facilities. In this way the residents of Beaconsfield have a choice. Those 
willing to pay for membership can enjoy better facilities while all will have access to much 
needed football and pool facilities. In the long term the facilities will be well run by an 
experienced operator and the developer can concentrate on their development. The health 
club would be profitable and therefore free from council support, relieving the residents of 
South Bucks of a financial burden. Such a facility works very well in Fulham where Virgin 
successfully run Fulham Pools.

I was therefore disappointed to see that your draft states you did not think a pool is a suitable 
use of the opportunity. This in itself disappoints me as I believe a pool is much needed in the 
town but hopefully my solution offers an ideal solution to offer Beaconsfield much better and 
much needed facilities while giving the developer a much simpler role allowing it to 
concentrate on its main purpose of developing the residential dominated development.

This view is base on my experience from over twenty years in property development and I 
believe there will be several interested Health Club operators who would be interested in 
entering into such an agreement.

I trust you find my email to be of interest and gives you a way of maximising the unique 
opportunity which Wilton Park represents.
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If you want me to elaborate on my ideas any further I would be delighted to expand this.

I look forward to being kept up to date on the planning process of this site.

Yours faithfully

STUART W FYFE
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PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Ellie Henderson 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Secti
on 

Pa
ge 

Paragr
aph 

Comments 

1 2 1.3 With regard to: community facilities, open 
space and recreation facilities. 

We would propose that woods make excellent recreation space:  
Woods bring many benefits, and people appreciate them in all sorts of 
ways. But for everyone to enjoy them, visit them or indirectly gain 
from them, they need to be located near to where people live.   
Woods provide a range of social, economic and environmental benefits 
and woodland has been shown to contribute to 10 of the 20 quality of 
life indicators for the UK.   
Public health is one of the biggest challenges facing modern society. 
Easily accessible woods close to residential areas provide measurable 
benefits: they encourage people to exercise; help reduce the mental 
stresses of modern society; improve air quality and reduce respiratory 
diseases. At present 85% of the population do not have a wood within 
easy walking distance. We need to remedy this and bring the quality of 
life benefits trees and woods can offer to our communities.  
Woods make particularly outstanding greenspaces for public access 
because of the experience of nature they provide, their visual 
prominence alongside buildings which offers balance between the built 
and natural worlds, their low maintenance costs and their ability to 
accommodate large numbers of visitors. 

The Woodland Trust has a woodland access standard which aspires 
that: no person should live more than 500m from at least one area of 
accessible woodland. Also that there should be at least one area of 
accessible woodland of no less than 20ha within 4km of peoples homes. 
The current figures for South Bucks are 25.7% and 98.3%. The provision 
of additional small areas of woodland would help to improve these 
figures.  

Woodland and related activities can also be valuable in promoting 
social inclusion.  Woodland activities, such as tree planting, walking 
and woodland crafts can provide a forum for people of all ages and 
cultural backgrounds to come together to learn about and improve 
their local environment.  The Woodland Trust has worked with many 
local authorities to deliver community tree planting projects.   

As highlighted in the Public Health White Paper (Healthy Lives, Healthy 
People; Nov 2010), there are tremendous opportunities for native 
woodland to contribute positively towards delivering improved mental 
and physical health. Research shows that woodland can provide 
benefits for air quality, urban heat island cooling, physical exercise 
provision and relief from mental illness. 
The White Paper states that: "Access to green spaces is associated with 
better mental and physical health across socioeconomic groups." and 
that "Defra will lead a national campaign to increase tree planting 



Secti
on 

Pa
ge 

Paragr
aph 

Comments 

2 

3 

17 

22 

2.33 

3.2 

throughout England, particularly in areas where tree cover would help 
to improve residents' quality of life and reduce the negative effects of 
deprivation, including health inequalities." 

2.33 
 There are numerous mature  
trees and woodland on the  
site which make an important  
contribution to the site’s  
special character, help to  
screen it when viewed from  
outside and off er the potential 
to support a range of species.  
None of the trees is currently  
subject to a Tree Preservation  
Order 

We are pleased to see this point acknoedgeing the importance of the 
existing trees but we would also like to see woodland cover increased 
as a result of this development.  

The Woodland Trust believes that woodland creation is especially 
important because of the unique ability of woodland to deliver across a 
wide range of benefits – see our publication Woodland Creation – why it 
matters (http://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/en/about-
us/publications/Pages/ours.aspx). These include for both landscape 
and biodiversity (helping habitats become more robust to adapt to 
climate change, buffering and extending fragmented ancient 
woodland), for quality of life and climate change (amenity & 
recreation, public health, flood amelioration, urban cooling) and for 
the local economy (timber and woodfuel markets).   

Be a creative exercise in  
enhancing and improving  
the places in which people  
live their lives; 
Take account of the diff erent 
roles and character of  
diff erent areas, promoting  
the vitality of urban areas,  
protecting the Green Belt  
and recognising the intrinsic  
character and beauty of the  
countryside; 
6. Support the transition to
a low carbon future in a 
changing climate; 
7. Contribute to conserving
and enhancing the natural 
environment and reducing 
pollution; 



Secti
on 

Pa
ge 

Paragr
aph 

Comments 

3 24 3.9 

12. Take account of and support
local strategies to improve 
health, social and cultural  
well-being and deliver  
community and cultural  
facilities and services to  
meet local needs. 

The NPPF also confi rms that  
the planning system should  
contribute to and enhance  
the natural environment,  
protect and enhance valued  
landscapes, minimise impacts  
on biodiversity, and provide  
net gains in biodiversity where 
possible. 

As mentioned in previous comments, trees deliver a wide range of 
benefits, for example they can provide a local source of fuel, public 
health, flood amelioration and urban cooling. Therefore we believe 
there should be substantial tree planting as part of this development. 

Mitigate traffi c impacts on  
the local and strategic road  
networks, for example,  
through the  
provis 
ion of high  
quality walking, cycling and  
public transport routes – with 
the links to Beaconsfi eld  
New Town being of particular 
importance. 

• Incorporate decentralised
and renewable or low  
carbon technologies (for  
example, combined heat and 
power), unless it is clearly  
demonstrated that this is not 
viable or feasi 
ble. This should  
ensure that at least 10% of  
the energy needs for the  
development are  
secured from  
these sources, in accordance 
with Core Policy 12. 



  

Secti
on 

Pa
ge  

Paragr
aph 

Comments 
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Tree planting can help address these points. With regard to the 
mitigation of traffic impacts - trees help improve air quality and 
reduce asthma rates. In addition they help to reduce noise pollution. 
 
Air quality: Trees further improve air quality through the adsorption of 
particulates from vehicle emissions and other sources – such that it has 
been estimated that doubling the tree cover in the West Midlands 
alone would reduce mortality as a result of poor air quality from 
particulates by 140 people per year. (Stewart, H., Owen S., Donovan 
R., MacKenzie R., and Hewitt N. (2002). Trees and Sustainable Urban 
Air Quality. Centre for Ecology and Hydrology, Lancaster University)  
 
Woodland‘s role as a carbon sink for CO2 emissions is well known, 
while wood fuel production and product substitution (eg timber frame 
house construction) are other ways that woodland can help reduce 
carbon emissions.  
 
 
 
Sustainability 
3.30 
 Core Policy 12 (Sustainable  
Energy) contains the  
requirement to secure at  
least 10% of a development’s  
energy from decentralised  
and renewable or low-carbon  
sources, which should be  
incorporated into the scheme  
(unless demonstrated that it  
is not feasible or fi nancially  
viable). 
3.31 
 Core Policy 13 (Environmental  
and Resource Management)  
promotes best practice in  
sustainable design and  
construction and requires  
new development to be water  

effi cient and incorporate  
Sustainable  
Drainag 
e Systems  
(SUDS) where  
feasible.  
Water quality should be  
protected and enhanced, with  
contaminated land remediated  
to bring it back to benefi cial  
use. Particular regard should  
be had to maintaining the  
integrity of Burnham Beeches  
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SAC. 
3.32 
 Core Policy 8 (Built and Historic 
Environment) states that  
new development should be  
‘designed to help to tackle the  
causes of, and be resilient to,  
the eff ects of climate change’. 
Open Space and  
Natural Environment 
3.33 
 Core Policy 5 (Open Space,  
Sport and Recreation)  
recognises the potential that  
Wilton Park has to  
provide and  
improve access to open space.  
This is particularly important  
given that the 2008 Open  
Space, Sports and Recreational  
Facilities Strategy for South  
Bucks identifi es a defi ciency  
in provis 
ion of p 
arks  
and  
gardens and  
local play areas  
in Beaconsfi eld. Core Policy  
5 goes on to state that:  
‘New  
residential development should 
be supported by adequate  
open space and recreation  
facilities in terms of quantity,  
quality and accessibility’. 
3.34 
 Core Policy 9 (Natural  
Environment) states that  
development that would  
harm landscape character or  
conservation interests will  
not generally be supported.  
There is a presumption in  
favour of an approach that  
seeks the  
‘conservation,  
enhancement and net gain in 
local biodiversity resources’. 

We believe that woodland creation supports the above mentioned 
policies.  
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Woodland creation also forms a significant element in the conclusions 
of the Government’s Independent Panel on Forestry, which states 
(page 30): 
 
"We want to see a significant increase in forest and woodland cover in 
England, generating a range of public benefits. Our vision is of a 
landscape more richly endowed with trees, small woods, copses, 
hedges, larger woods and forests. 
"Ensure woodland creation, tree planting and maintenance is part of 
the green space plan for new commercial and housing development’  
 
 
 
Trees and Woodland 
5.27 
 The mature trees and woodland  
on the site make an important  
contribution to the site’s  
landscape character and help  
to screen it when viewed from  
outside. None of the trees  
is currently subject to a Tree  
Preservation Order. The results  
of a recent survey of over 500  
trees, one hedgerow, one  
woodland and one hundred  
groups of trees are set out in  
Section 2 and on  
Plan 2.4. 
 
We are pleased to see a recognition of the exisiting trees on the site.  
 
 
 
Opportunity to create walks and open space. 
 
It is important to highlight the importance of new woodland for 
recreation.  
 
Woods provide a range of social, economic and environmental benefits 
and woodland has been shown to contribute to 10 of the 20 quality of 
life indicators for the UK.  
  
Public health is one of the biggest challenges facing modern society. 
Easily accessible woods close to residential areas provide measurable 
benefits: they encourage people to exercise; help reduce the mental 
stresses of modern society; improve air quality and reduce respiratory 
diseases. At present 85% of the population do not have a wood within 
easy walking distance. We need to remedy this and bring the quality of 
life benefits trees and woods can offer to our communities.  
Woods make particularly outstanding greenspaces for public access 
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6 

52 

56 

67 

6.6 

6.32 

6.76 

because of the experience of nature they provide, their visual 
prominence alongside buildings which offers balance between the built 
and natural worlds, their low maintenance costs and their ability to 
accommodate large numbers of visitors.  

6.6 
 While the structure and layout 
of development will be a  
matter for consideration at the 
detailed planning application  
stage, the following should be  
incorporated in the masterplan 
proposals for the site. 

We would like to see tree planting and well thought out woodland 
creation planned and incorporated from an early stage.  

6.32 
 A range of types of open spaces 
will be provided within the  
redevelopment proposals for  
the site. These will include  
formal sports pitches, to  
replace the existing facilities  
currently on  
the non-secure  
part of the site, large spaces for 
informal recreation (including  
circular routes  
for walking  
and jogging) and smaller  
areas for child 
ren’s play  
and for the general amenity  
of the residential areas. 

We would like to see new woodland added to the list of spaces to be 
provided.   

Principle 2 - Energy and  
Climate Change Mitigation 
6.76 
 The Council is committed  
to tackling climate change  
through proactive policies to 
reduce the energy demands  



  

Secti
on 

Pa
ge  

Paragr
aph 

Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
67 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.77 
 

of new development. Any  
new development should be  
designed in accordance with  
the energy hierarchy, which  
promotes the reduction of  
energy use, befor 
e deploying  
renewable energy and low  
carbon systems. 
• Although a large site,  
Wilton Park is not at the  
scale where the application  
of a decentralised energy  
network would present a  
feasible  
or viable option  
for the new development.  
However full consideration  
should be given to the  
application of Combined  
Heat and Power (CHP) for  
the community facility.  
 
UK Carbon Plan:  Delivering our Low Carbon Future (DECC 2011): 
 
2.197 Over the next decade, the Government will continue to support 
woodland creation through a number of measures, including the 
following:  
• Rural Development Programme funding and the Woodland 
Carbon Task Force – The Government will continue to support 
woodland creation through woodland grant schemes. The Woodland 
Carbon Task Force was set up by the Forestry Commission to enable a 
step-change in the level of woodland creation to help deliver 
abatement in the sector. It will help to ensure that the contribution of 
woodland creation to carbon budgets is recognised, and will develop a 
spatial framework to identify where woodland creation will have the 
most benefit.  
 
• The Woodland Carbon Code, which helps to promote high quality 
UK-based forest carbon projects, and – together with recent changes to 
the guidance for businesses on measuring and reporting greenhouse gas 
emissions – encourages investment in domestic woodland creation 
projects by helping organisations to report these reductions as part of 
their net emissions. The Woodfuel Implementation Plan, which outlines 
the actions that Forestry Commission England will take to support the 
development of a robust woodfuel supply chain over the next four 
years. 
 
 
 
6.77 
 New development must be  
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designed to be resilient to  
the eff ects of climate change,  
including heat waves and  
drought, intense rainfall and  
fl ash fl ooding.  
 
 
The Woodland Trust believes that woodland creation can help with 
reslience to climate change – see our publication Woodland Creation – 
why it matters (http://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/en/about-
us/publications/Pages/ours.aspx). The benefits include flood 
amelioration and urban cooling.  
 
Extract from ‘Hallmarks of a Sustainable city’ (CABE, 2009):  
 
Urban heat island: Trees and woods can reduce the impact of the 
‘urban heat island effect’ which occurs when hard surfaces in summer 
act as giant storage heaters, absorbing heat during the day and 
releasing it at night. Dramatic summer temperature differences of as 
much as 10°C between London and its surrounding areas have been 
recorded, which in turn exacerbate the symptoms of chronic 
respiratory conditions. Projections suggest this problem will get 
markedly worse. A study by the University of Manchester has shown 
that increasing tree cover in urban areas by 10% could decrease the 
expected maximum surface temperature in the 2080s by up to 4°C. 
(Handley, J and Carter, J (2006) Adaptation strategies for climate 
change in the urban environment, Draft final report to the National 
Steering Group, Centre for urban and regional ecology, University of 
Manchester 
www.sed.manchester.ac.uk/research/cure/downloads/asccue_final_re
port_national_steering_group.pdf)  
 
•     Air quality: Trees further improve air quality through the 
adsorption of particulates from vehicle emissions and other sources – 
such that it has been estimated that doubling the tree cover in the 
West Midlands alone would reduce mortality as a result of poor air 
quality from particulates by 140 people per year. (Stewart, H., Owen 
S., Donovan R., MacKenzie R., and Hewitt N. (2002). Trees and 
Sustainable Urban Air Quality. Centre for Ecology and Hydrology, 
Lancaster University)  
 
•       Water management – flooding: Throughout the UK winter is 
predicted to be wetter and summers drier and there is also a predicted 
increase in the frequency of very heavy rainfall. Trees can reduce the 
likelihood of surface water flooding, when rain water overwhelms the 
local drainage system, by regulating the rate at which rainfall reaches 
the ground and contributes to run off. Slowing the flow increases the 
possibility of infiltration and the ability of engineered drains to take 
away any excess water. This is particularly the case with large crowned 
trees. Research by the University of Manchester has shown that 
increasing tree cover in urban areas by 10 % reduces surface water run-
off by almost 6%. (Using green infrastructure to alleviate flood risk, 
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Sustainable Cities - www.sustainablecities.org.uk/water/surface-
water/using-gi/) 
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Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

17th February 2014 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

We are writing as part of the public consultation of the South Bucks District Council’s draft 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) regarding the proposed development of Wilton Park. 

Our son plays Football at Beaconsfield Holtspur Football Club and has done so for the last four 
years or so, as well as playing for Beaconsfield Cricket club for a similar period.  Both football 
and cricket are important to us. I have seen the response submitted by the Chairman of 
Beaconsfield Holtspur FC, Keith Bowyer, and we wish to add our support to the club’s feedback.

We support Beaconsfield Holtspur FC’s position as well as the Cricket club as it is very important 
for sports to be maintained with improved facilities for local children over and above those 
offered at school.  Children today need outside activities to remain healthy and fit and to bring 
the communities together. 

Specifically, we support the following recommendations from Holtspur Footbal Club: 
- The proposal for at least 2 hectares of formal sports pitches; these should be used for 

football and made available to Beaconsfield Holtspur FC 
- The Club’s request to include an additional 1 hectare of pitches (required because the club 

has 300 players) 
- The request for a floodlit, artificial grass pitch which would enable extended playing 

opportunities – and use by other sports like hockey as well as football 
- The phasing requirement that “sports pitches remain available for use throughout the 

construction period”, which is critical to the survival of Beaconsfield Holtspur FC 
- The development of a new Community ‘Hub’, with sports changing facilities and parking for 

100 cars 

We confirm we would like to be informed of the adoption of the SPD. 
Yours faithfully, 

Mr. and Mrs. Clemow 
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Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

25th February 2014 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the public consultation of the South Bucks District Council’s draft SPD regarding the 
proposed development of Wilton Park. 

I am a resident of Seer Green and my son has played football at Beaconsfield Holtspur Football 
Club for the past 2  years.  The football club is important for us because it allows Connor to 
learn teamwork, discipline and play amongst friends. He enjoys being able to represent his local 
team and has been supporting our local team, Wycombe Wanderers.  

I have seen the response submitted by the Chairman of Beaconsfield Holtspur FC, Keith Bowyer, 
and I wish to add my support to the club’s feedback.

I support Beaconsfield Holtspur FC’s position because in my view there are very few alternative 
facilities that are available. There are even fewer that can boast the membership that 
Beaconsfield Holtspur FC enjoys. As Keith mentions in his letter, this is despite not having the 
greatest of facilities. 

It is vital to have pitches during the construction phase. The club enjoys good membership at 
the moment. In my opinion this would be difficult to maintain if no facilities were available 
during the construction period. If the club folds, this would be a huge loss to the children of 
Beaconsfield and the surrounding areas. 

I especially support the following: 
- The proposal of at least 2 hectares of formal sports pitches, and I support the request that 

this be used for football and made available to Beaconsfield Holtspur FC. 
- The Club’s request to include an additional 1 hectare of pitches which is required because 

the club has 300 players, and the request for a floodlit, artificial grass pitch which would 
enable extended playing opportunities. 
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- The phasing requirement that ‘sports pitches remain available for use throughout the 
construction period’. 

- The development of a new Community ‘Hub’, with sports changing facilities and parking for 
100 cars. 

I confirm I would like to be informed of the adoption of the SPD. 

Yours faithfully, 

Paul Martin. 



Subject:        Wilton Park

43 Candlemas Lane, Beaconsfield,

Dear Sir,
I have read various reports regarding the Wilton Park development.
I am not convinced that the effect of the development on the whole town of Beaconsfield has been fully 
appreciated. The towns infrastructure from drainage to schooling is already at capacity. 
I don't feel that we have assurances that the site will be linked sustainably to the town. Better access 
and relief for traffic will be needed, there are pretty words in the documents but no assurances.
There needs to be good pedestrian and cycling access possibly across the fields by the golf course to get 
people into the heart of the New Town.
The site is currently heavily used by the community for football, we need assurances that this valuable 
facility for our children is not lost. A new sports club possibly combining the football, cricket and squash 
would make a new facility more viable as so many locals would be involved.
In short before any houses are built the infrastructure needs to be firmly committed to. Otherwise the 
only real benefactor is the developers bank balance.
Yours faithfully

Heather Ashby-Rose
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PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation        An agent              A resident        Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

Yes please                          No thanks

Comment form overleaf

Sarah Smith 

Consultee ID 
(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 
59/ 
61 

56 

6.59/6.57 
6.47/6.48 
6.52/5.9 

6.29 
5.46 

5.48/ 
6.26/6.57 

5.52 

The impact and sustainability of travel needs further 
consideration. The proposed plans do not address the wider 
traffic issues outside London End. This includes knock on 
impact of more people travelling in to the New Town to use 
facilities such as supermarkets and the station. The reality is 
that the relief road mentioned is simply access to the Wilton 
Park development. There is also a level of concern that the 
proposed location for the relief road – should it ever happen – 
would cut Wilton Park off from Beaconsfield. Development of 
a relief road should be in tandem with this development as the 
congestion at London End will be untenable. There is no 
current funding nor a clearly acceptable route for a relief road 
in any case: Maxwell Rd concerns about school, Ledborough 
due to already dangerous junction and too expensive,  
Candlemas would not really alleviate the traffic problem, only 
shift it around and move the problem a couple of hundred 
yards down the road. Selfishly it would also make a quiet 
residential road (that is already abused by people driving 
ridiculously quickly and dangerously up and down) in to a  
busy, noisy through road. The impact on Beaconsfield of extra 
traffic created by Wilton Park has not been considered. The 
current road infrastructure cannot support the current levels 
of traffic – jams through the Old Town, in to the New Town, on 
Maxwell Road – let alone a significant increase in traffic 
created by Wilton Park. Existing travel congenstion is ignored.  
The reality is that London End has been vaguely considered as 
a traffic issue that needs sorting out but the traffic issues are 
more widespread through the town.  
In terms of London End, the crossing is dangerous and it is not 
clear how pedestrian links / crossings/ cycle paths will work as 
there are only vague mentions of them in the planning 
document not sufficient detail.  
There would be a significant increase in traffic to 
Beaconsfield. Even if public transport is made available the 
reality is that people will drive to the station, supermarket, 
shops, facilities. How will this be managed?  
Parking in the Old Town has been mentioned with some 
consideration of providing Park and Ride type provision but the 
number of parking spaces is not really sufficient for this to be 
a practical solution to current problems. The commuity hub 
parking will not be sufficient to support a car parking 
management plan in addition. How is this to be addressed? 

A direct route from Minerva Way to candlemas Lane is 
mentioned for pedestrians/ cyclists but it is not clear how this 
would work/ where it would run nor if there would be any 
knock on changes to candlemas lane 



Section Page Paragraph Comments 

57 

5.14 

6.34 

6.25/5.57 

6.19 

6.48 

Bus provision down Minerva Way is deemed to be inadequate 
as a public transport solution. How would this be addressed? 

For there to be integration, Wilton park needs to offer 
significant enough new attractions/ reasons to go there to 
current Beaconsfield residents and facilities in Beaconsfield 
need to be improved to provide capacity for Wilton Park 
residents to be integrated in to the current community. The 
current plans do not provide for either of these things. A few 
sports fields, a “Community Hub" and a nursery, two of which 
directly replace facilities currently available are not good 
enough reasons to draw people to Wilton Park. Pressure on 
schools and other services, the rail network, supermarkets, 
parking, sports facilities and traffic congestion will be 
significant and there is not enough capacity currently in 
Beaconsfield. Due consideration has not been given to what 
facilities are really needed at Wilton Park or in Beaconsfield to 
integrate them properly nor to ensure Beaconsfield has the 
capacity to cope with a growing population.  

The Community Hub sounds like a very disappointing facility 
which ignores what we currently have in Beaconsfield and does 
not provide anything new/ different. We already have a 
Community Hub in Beaconsfield in the Curzon centre which 
receives a woeful lack of funding. How would this new facility 
be funded (especially in the medium to long term) and in 
reality what does it offer apart from competition to an 
existing facility? There is a great opportunity to help with 
integration (see point above) by building something different 
to supplement, not compete with existing facilities and attract 
people to Wilton Park, such as a swimming pool/ different 
sporting facilities or theatre but this is one of the very few 
points that is clear in the document – ie neither of these will 
be further considered. There is little consideration or mention 
of funding/ sustainability. 
The number of parking spaces defined does not seem sufficient 
to provide for parking for the hub, sports fields and potentially 
a shuttle service to the Old Town. 
The current plan is ill defined and in reality replace current 
facilities and does not provide additional benefits.  
This could be a great opportunity to work with the council to 
provide a new joint clubhouse for Beaconsfield Cricket Club, 
Beaconsfield Squash Club and Beaconsfield Holtspur Football 
Club which would be a sustainable opportunity beneiftting the 
existing and new parts of the community. 

Affordable housing unlikely to be a reality – having no 
affordable housing is clearly an option 

Road layout around pedestrian crossing point/ bus lane/ cycle 
lane sounds complex and unworkable 



Section Page Paragraph Comments 

39 6.73 

5.7 

5.49/6.56 

7.8 

Appendix 1 

5.21 

4.0 

3-4 storey buildings out of keeping with Beaconsfield Old Town 
and again a vague mention, no detail 

Easy access to services for new residents is clearly considered 
but this needs to be looked at with ensuring that existing 
services can support the incremental population. Also ensuring 
that further traffic problems are not created 

Frequency of trains is fine but the capacity is not. Already 
trains are overcrowded and the car park at the station is busy 
and congestion is bad. There is not unlimited/ sufficient 
capacity 

How will additional primary school places be created in 
reality. Fine to say developers will contribute towards this but 
contribute towards what - putting young children in taxis or 
buses to get them to other schools? The existing primary 
schools cannot grow any more. 

Employment uses: not sufficient detail to know if this is a 
"real" opportunity 

Overall issue throughout SPD: 
1. No quantification of infrastructure impact on the existing
town: parking; transport/ travel services – trains in particular – 
train services, station parking, traffic congestion at commuting 
times; increased traffic and general congestion; schools 
(existing schools already at full capacity); sewerage; health 
services; 
2.No longer term plan for relief road;
3. Insufficient detail to be able to understand if issues will
really be dealt with or the development built and then the 
community left to pick up the pieces!  

 The majority of the issues raised really concern the impact on 
the overall town of Beaconsfield. The reality is that the 
developers are only concerned with Wilton Park in isolation,  
regardless of the impact on the existing town/ community and 
schooling/ general infrastructure/ congestion and other 
services.  As Beaconsfield’s population continues to grow SBDC 
should be considering how we make the town sustainable.  
How do we ensure that SBDC are looking out for Beaconsfield 
in totality and maintaining the integrity of our town when 
considering this application?  

Some of the concerns raised during the consultation process 
last year have been raised in the SPD but in most cases they 
are merely mentioned, not actually addressed or we are told 
that they have been considered but won’t be included. 



PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

John Twydle 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

6.27 55/56 2 The town had a functiona theatre many years ago and the 
current Curzon Centre and Beacon centre facitities severly 
limit what could be achieved with a purpose built theatre and 
arts centre. We do not expect this to be provided but we are 
asking that land be set aside and that the possibility is 
included in the plan. 



PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation        An agent              A resident        Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

Yes please                          No thanks

Comment form overleaf

Dr Barry Jackson 

Representing views of the five private dwellings, off Minerva Way, near the London End 
roundabout. 

Consultee ID 
(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 
 3 

2 

28 

15,16       

3.24 

2.10 -2.24 

The current congestion on the London End roundabout makes 
the provision of a relief road imperative. A Community 
Infrastructure Levy is available and should be used to provide 
this. A rough calculation using industry standard margins and 
values indicates that the developers will make a profit of 
around £45M - surely enough to fund a relief road. 

Two way access to our dwellings needs to be preserved but we 
very strongly feel that there should be no vehicular access to 
any new development. Pedestrian and cycle access is fine.  

We view it as essential that the Pybush entrance is completed 
and Minerva Way closed before any construction work 
commences. 

The Supplementary Planning Document refers to a potential 
bus route which on safety grounds alone should not be 
comtemplated. The access or egress of large vehicles onto the 
London End roundabout is dangerous and making this a 
frequent regular event would be irresponsible. The alternaive 
route for buses on the A40 adds on a short extra distance and 
virtually no extra time to journeys if the current routes are 
diverted into any new development from the Pyebush 
roundabout. 

A pedestrian and cycle bridge over the A355 has been mooted 
in the past and if this comes to fruition we would want to be 
assured that any route to it is sufficiently far from our 
properties so as not to be a nuisance. 



PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

NICOLA WOOD 

I am a local resident as well as involved in the only youth football team in the town, 

Beaconsfield Holtspur FC. 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

7 

57 

57 

57 

57 

57 

57 

55 

55 

55&56 

56 

56 

6.34 

6.34 

6.35 

6.36 

6.37 

6.34 

6.34 

6.25 

6.26 

6.27 

6.28 

6.29 

As the Club currently uses Wilton Park for training and 
matches we supprt the proposal of at least 2 hectares of 
formal pitches to directly replace the existing amount of land 
at Wilton Park made available for use as public space. 
We urge the plan to ensure these pitches are used for football 
as the club is currently the largest single user of the existing 
pitches. 
The relocation of the pitches to make them more easily 
accessible from Beaconsfield is supported. 

We are willing to work closely with the developer to ensure 
the pitches are the same standard as today. 

We support the car park being near the community hub. 

We support 'the pitches will be retained in perpetuity for the 
use of local clubs'. 

The developerm must, and we fully support, the requirement 
to maintain the availability of the pitches thoughout the 
construction period. Otherwise we will be at great risk of 
folding if there is nowhere to train or play matches. 

Due to the size of the club we request an increase from 2 to 
at least 3 hectares of land. 

We also have a desire for a floodlit, all weather artificial 
grass pitch which could be used by other sports and groups, 
which would benefit many in the local community. 

We support the development of a community hub. 

We support the proposed location of the community hub. 

We support the proposal for the hub to have space for 
changing facilities and for a multi-use community facility. 

We support the hub design reflecting the site's setting and 
features. 

We support the use of parking to be shared, and with 
weekend usage oriented towards sports due to the training 
and matches which take place. 









Sent:   27 February 2014 16:50
To:     Local Development Framework
Subject:        Wilton Park Consultation

Dear Planning Policy Team,

I would like to provide the following feedback and questions on the consultation proposals for Wilton 
Park, which are my own personal views as a resident of Beaconsfield.

1. The Relief Road is essential to the viability of any development on the Wilton Park site and I feel
strongly that the Relief Road should be made a condition of any planning permission such that the 
development of the site cannot proceed without plans for the Relief Road being in place, fully funded 
and approved.

A relief road joining the Amersham Road as close to Maxwell Road as possible must be a key part of the 
strategy for the sight and a condition of any planning permission. 

2. Without a relief road, any type of pedestrian or cycle friendly changes to the roundabout at London
End could potentially generate significant additional traffic jams along the Amersham Road and back to 
Pyebush Roundabout and additional pollution for local residents. SBDC will know that this is a major 
road that connects Amersham, Chesham and Ayelsbury to the M40 and via the M40 the motorway 
network. It is also the proposed route for heavy lorries for HS2.

3. Without the relief road any proposals for the site should also take into account the fact that this will
limit the amount of traffic the site can take for residential or other uses. Otherwise, we face more traffic 
jams from Pyebush to the Old Town and back towards the M40. Similar in some ways to putting in a 
major supermarket and retail park on the site - often a major cause of congestion in urban areas!

4. What are the plans for managing building traffic during the development of the site?

5. I agree about the need for a community theme and recognise that the Cadet facility should be
separate from the any community hall.

5. I share other residents concerns about health provision and schools, which will both come under
pressure from such a significant increase in the population of Beaconsfield.

6. I am also concerned about the impact of traffic movements into and out of the new development
with and without a relief road. Also whether there will be traffic lights at Pyebush? If there is too much 
traffic overall, or traffic coming out holds up traffic coming in, the result could be gridlock on the A40, 
London End and Amersham Road at certain times of the day.

I would be grateful if someone could address my concerns and relay them to the relevant Councillors on 
SBDC.

Best regards,

Philip 
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Environment Agency 
Apollo Court, 2 Bishops Sq Business park, Hatfield, Herts, AL10 9EX. 

Planning Policy 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood Business Centre 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
Bucks 
UB9 4LH 

Our ref: NE/2014/119644/01-L01 

Date: 27 February 2014 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Wilton Park Development Brief Supplementary Planning Document & Draft 
Sustainability Appraisal Report. 

Thank you for consulting us on the above document. Overall, we consider that the 
key issues within our remit – water quality, water resources and flood risk – have 
been adequately covered in the Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). I 
have suggested some clarifications or alterations to the documents below. 

Wilton Park Development Brief SPD 

Sections 2.39, 5.20 and 7.17 
Through recent hydrology modelling carried out at Burnham Beeches, we can 
confirm that there is no hydraulic connection between the Wilton Park site and 
Burnham Beeches. The catchments identified for the streams feeding into 
Burnham Beeches do not extend as far as Wilton Park, and additionally the 
groundwater levels at Wilton Park are likely to be significantly below ground level. 

Section 5.21 
The on-site sewage treatment works (STW) currently discharges to ground and 
may cause water quality issues if its operation is continued when the site is 
redeveloped. Because it is privately operated, we do not know what the current 
state of the STW is and whether it could accommodate the increased foul 
discharges arising from the redevelopment of the site. We would strongly support 
and recommend the site being connected to the main foul sewer network as this 
would be a significantly more sustainable solution in the long-term. Any proposals 
that involve the re-use of the STW, or a new connection to the foul sewer 
network, will require liaison with Thames Water to establish whether there is 
sufficient capacity in the system and whether there would be any additional 
infrastructure requirements. 

Section 5.22 
The end of this paragraph (from “…but also because it lies upstream…”) could be 
changed because there is no hydraulic connectivity to Burnham Beeches. We 
would suggest that it is changed to: “…but also to protect sensitive groundwater 
supplies.” 
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Section 6.77 
Although it has not been specifically mentioned under the bullet points in this 
section, we feel it could be worth promoting the use of green roofs on this site. 
These will help the development to adapt to the impacts of climate change by 
reducing surface water runoff, creating new biodiversity habitat, reducing the 
‘urban heat island effect’, reducing heat emission from buildings, and offer less 
visual impacts - particularly when viewing the development from the Chilterns 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

We strongly support the requirements in this section to maximise the use of 
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) that offer other benefits e.g. biodiversity, 
recreation and amenity. There is ample space on site for such ‘surface’ SuDS. 

Additionally, we strongly support the requirement to meet the more demanding 
requirement of: Building Regulations water efficiency requirements (currently 125 
litres per person per day (l/p/d)) or your Core Policy 13 water efficiency 
requirement of 105 l/p/d. This will help the development to reduce its impact on 
water resources by minimising water use through the implementation of 
appropriate water efficiency measures. 

Section 7.18 
Currently, Bucks County Council (CC) has not commenced their role as the SuDS 
Approval Body (SAB), and we are awaiting confirmation of when they will 
commence their SAB role. In the mean time, we will remain a statutory consultee 
for sites over one hectare for surface water drainage. As such, you may wish to 
alter this section to indicate that the developer will need to agree their scheme 
with us, Bucks CC, or another appropriate body. 

Section 7.24 
It is unclear whether a ‘Hydrology Report’ (document 12) will be required given 
the lack of hydraulic connectivity with Burnham Beeches. We support the 
requirements for documents 10, 11 and 15. 

Sustainability Appraisal Report 

Section 3.30 
This paragraph states that there is sufficient capacity in the on-site STW to serve 
the new proposed development. It is unclear how this opinion has been reached. 
It is still not clear whether connection to the STW is the most sustainable foul 
drainage option available for this site. 

If you have any queries about this response, please do not hesitate to contact 
me. 

Yours faithfully, 

Clark Gordon 
Sustainable Places Planning Advisor 
Direct dial 01707 632308 
E-mail SPHatfield@environment-agency.gov.uk 



Subject:        Wilton Park Brief

Our Ref.: O/5616

Wilton Park Development Brief

Thank you for your email of 17 January consulting The Theatres Trust on the draft 
Development Brief Supplementary Planning Document for Wilton Park.

The Theatres Trust is The National Advisory Public Body for Theatres, and was established 
by The Theatres Trust Act 1976 to ‘promote the better protection of theatres’.  The Trust 
delivers statutory planning advice on theatre buildings and theatre use in England through 
The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 
2010 (DMPO) requires the Trust to be consulted on planning applications which include 
‘development involving any land on which there is a theatre.’

We note there is a theatre on this site and as our remit requires us to be consulted on any 
development concerning a theatre, we would like to be kept informed of progress on this 
site and to be consulted on any future planning policy consultations and planning 
applications including pre-apps that involve the theatre.

Rose Freeman
Planning Policy Officer
The Theatres Trust

Workshop Programme
New in 2014, we offer a series of practical and informative workshops 
on the capital development of theatre buildings. A few places still remain for the next workshop:

Planning a capital project: 6 March 2014

************************************************************************************************
**

Learn more about theatres with our online resource 'Exploring Theatres'
Check out your local theatre on The Theatres Trust 'Theatres database'

************************************************************************************************
***
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Planning Policy Team
South Bucks District Council
Capswood
Denham
Buckinghamshire
UB9 4LH

27th February 2014

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the public consultation of the South Bucks District 
Council’s draft SPD regarding the proposed development of 
Wilton Park. 

I am a resident of Beaconsfield and my sons have played 
football at Beaconsfield Holtspur Football Club for the past 3 
years.  The football club is important for us because it is a 
chance to play with friends and other clubs as there are no 
other local clubs in Beaconsfield. I have seen the response 
submitted by the Chairman of Beaconsfield Holtspur FC, Keith 
Bowyer, and I wish to add my support to the club’s feedback.

I support Beaconsfield Holtspur FC’s position because it’s good 
for all children to play sport and be fit and healthy, particularly 
in today’s culture of the internet and computer games.  Our 
boys also go to the local state school, and sport is not high on 
the curriculum. 

I especially support the following:

136



 The proposal of at least 2 hectares of formal sports pitches,
and I support the request that this be used for football and
made available to Beaconsfield Holtspur FC.

 The Club’s request to include an additional 1 hectare of
pitches which is required because the club has 300 players,
and the request for a floodlit, artificial grass pitch which
would enable extended playing opportunities.

 The phasing requirement that ‘sports pitches remain
available for use throughout the construction period’.

 The development of a new Community ‘Hub’, with sports
changing facilities and parking for 100 cars.

I confirm I would like to be informed of the adoption of the 
SPD.

Yours faithfully,

Julian Evans
Holtspur Under 7’s Coach 



27th February 2014 

The Planning Policy Team 
Capswood 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
UB9 4LH. 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District Council’s 
draft SPD. 

Included in the consultation document is the provision of new sports pitches and changing 
facilities within the Community ‘Hub’.  As Beaconsfield Holtspur FC currently use the existing 
football pitches, the expectation is that these new facilities will be used by them.  

At the same time Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Squash Club are also discussing 
a proposal to develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their facilities up to modern 
standards. 

Consequently, there seems a huge opportunity for the Council to consider the potential 
development of a single facility for all three Clubs. The combined membership and 
resources of all three clubs would provide the facility with greater utilisation and strong 
financial sustainability for many years to come.   

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non-profit making and exist purely for the 
benefit of the people of the Beaconsfield area) provide high quality sporting opportunities 
for hundreds of Beaconsfield residents (especially children). This is a once in a lifetime 
opportunity to provide the residents (and future generations) with first class facilities to 
develop these sports even further. 

Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that the 
Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a review to find a way of developing a 
joint clubhouse facility which is more financially sustainable and will be to the greater 
benefit of current and future generations of Beaconsfield residents. 

Yours faithfully, 

Sean J Brosnan 
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do not have the space to accommodate them and there is no scope to extend the 
existing premises.  Therefore, if this practice needs to absorb patients from the Wilton 
Park development, this will necessitate them relocating to larger premises.   

o Whilst there is another GP practice (The Simpson Centre, in the New Town area), as
this is further away it would mean patients having to travel further and the latter would
not be consistent with either the principles of sustainability or environmental concerns.

o Therefore, for the Wilton Park development to be viable in terms of sustainability, it is
important to ensure that there are options available to deal with the impact of this growth
as currently the existing healthcare facility will not be able to deal with this.

o It is extremely unlikely that NHS England Thames Valley will have any capital funds
available to fund infrastructure expansion which has been necessitated as a direct
consequence of housing growth and so it is essential that the NHS is able to obtain
developer contributions towards this.  If these contributions are not forthcoming, it will be
impossible for the practice to absorb these new patients and there is a serious risk of the
practice being unable to safely deliver GP Services to the geographical area and the
patient populations they serve in the future.

Comments regarding the Draft Development Brief   
The (SBDC) Core Strategy (Policy 6) states that if additional local infrastructure is required to 
support new development this should be secured from developers in order to ensure that new 
development provides good access to essential services and facilities such as healthcare.    
The Core Strategy also states that new developments will be required to provide for the 
necessary infrastructure (which is directly and reasonably related to the development), either in 
the form of on-site facilities or off-site in the form of an appropriate financial contribution (via a 
S106 payment) and that (SBDC) will use planning conditions and obligations where appropriate 
to secure the timely provision of these.   

In terms of the Draft Development Brief that has been put forward for the Wilton Park 
development, there currently appear to be two options for securing additional healthcare 
facilities i.e. either on-site provision (as part of a multi-functional community hub) or off-site 
provision which would take the form of a financial / S106 contribution, given by the developers 
to help with the expansion of existing infrastructure. 

The view is that neither of the above options provides a viable long term solution for the 
adequate provision of health care for the town of Beaconsfield and at this early stage it is 
important to consider other solutions.  The rationale for this is summarised in the table below.   

Proposed provision for healthcare 
as outlined in the Draft 
Development Brief 

Disadvantages to this 

On-site provision  
This would be part of a multi-
functional community hub, whereby a 
number of rooms would be made 
available for the GP practice to use.  
The latter would be used by the 
practice, in addition to their current 
premises.   

o This would mean that the practice would effectively be
operating a branch site at Wilton Park.

o A branch site would not be able to offer as wide a range of
services as those available at the main site e.g. minor
surgery, specialist clinics and access to specialist
community staff.

o Therefore, the Wilton Park residents would still be
required to visit the main surgery to be able to access
these and the main site does not have the space to
accommodate these patients.

o As part of the general NHS strategy, going forward GP’s
and community teams will undertake more of the





PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent     A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Jennifer Rodgers 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

6 57 

57 

55 

56 

6.34 

6.34 

6.35 

6.36 

6.37 

6.34 

6.34 

6.25 

6.27 
6.28 
6.29 

Good idea to have 2 hectares of pitches for football 

Pitches should be the same standard that they are today 

Car parking for the pitches should be next to the hub 

Pitches should be kept in perpetuity for the use of local clubs 

For Beaconsfield Holtspur FC to continue playing football it is 
necessary to make sure that pitches are available throughout 
the construction period. 

Another hectare of pitches would be good as BHFC currently 
uses other pitches around the local area but would prefer to 
be in one place. 

Beaconsfield Holtspur FC would very much like to have an 
addition pitch which is an all weather artificial pitch. This 
could be shared with other clubs eg Hockey 

The community hub is a good idea and will be a valuable 
resource for the local community 

Good idea 
Good idea 
Good idea 

Within the overall plan for Wilton Park development it would 
make sense for the council to meet with Beaconsfield Cricket 
Club, Beaconsfield Squash Club and Beaconsfield Holtspur FC 
to initiate a review to find a way of developing a joint club-
house facility for the benefit of current and future residents of 
the local area.  



Planning Policy Team
South Bucks District Council
Capswood
Denham
Buckinghamshire
UB9 4LH

26th February 2014

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the public consultation of the South Bucks District Council’s draft SPD regarding the 
proposed development of Wilton Park.

I am a resident of Seer Green, Beaconsfield and my son has played football at Beaconsfield 
Holtspur Football Club for the past 2 years.  The football club is important for us because  the 
club welcomes children of all abilities and provides a valuable opportunity for sport and team 
activity within Beaconsfield. I have seen the response submitted by the Chairman of 
Beaconsfield Holtspur FC, Keith Bowyer, and I wish to add my support to the club’s feedback.

I support Beaconsfield Holtspur FC’s position because it is very important for the club to retain 
and, if possible, improve the facilities available so they can continue to offer a positive sporting 
outlet for children in the area.

I especially support the following:
- The proposal for at least 2 hectares of formal public sports pitches to be made available;
- The request that this be used for football and made available to Beaconsfield Holtspur FC;
- Proposals to improve the quality of the facilities available, in particular well constructed 

artificial pitches, floodlighting, changing facilities and parking;
- The phasing requirement that ‘sports pitches remain available for use throughout the 

construction period’.

I confirm I would like to be informed of the adoption of the SPD.

Yours faithfully,

John Sayers
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The Planning Policy Team 
Capswood 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
UB9 4LH. 

ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District Council’s 
draft SPD. 

Included in the consultation document is the provision of new sports pitches and changing 
facilities within the Community ‘Hub’.  As Beaconsfield Holtspur FC currently use the 
existing football pitches, the expectation is that these new facilities will be used by them.  

At the same time Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Squash Club are also discussing 
a proposal to develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their facilities up to modern 
standards. 

Consequently, there seems a huge opportunity for the Council to consider the potential 
development of a single facility for all three Clubs. The combined membership and 
resources of all three clubs would provide the facility with greater utilisation and strong 
financial sustainability for many years to come. 

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non profit making and exist purely for the benefit 
of the people of the Beaconsfield area) provide high quality sporting opportunities for 
hundreds of Beaconsfield residents (especially children). This is a once in a lifetime 
opportunity to provide the residents (and future generations) with first class facilities to 
develop these sports even further. 

Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that the 
Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a review to find a way of developing a 
joint clubhouse facility which is more financially sustainable and will be to the greater 
benefit of current and future generations of Beaconsfield residents. Whilst we recognise 
that the SPD relates only to land within the Opportunity site boundary, we think that the 
authority should encourage and enable more lateral thinking where opportunities may exist 
that will benefit the wider community. This may result in some areas of land that are 
currently set within the Green Belt being accepted as development opportunities when 
considered as Exceptions Cases benefitting the Community. 
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Yours faithfully,

William Ing 



Subject:        Wilton Park

Dear Sir, Madam
I'd like to raise my concerns regards the Wilton Park development plans. I've been to local 
meetings and read up on websites regarding the plans and I'm concerned regarding 3 main points 
;

Competitive tender
I've yet to read or be given any concrete evidence that the whole development proposal including 
sale of the land has been taken through a competitive tender. Can you advise as to how the sole 
developer came to win this lucrative contract and at what price the land and opportunity was 
sold? What benchmarks have you used to ensure the tax payer is getting good value for the sale?

Traffic Flow
For years there has been local concern and growing congestion of the local roads around 
Beaconsfield. Various road calming and parking restriction measures have been implemented but 
to little effect. Several 'rat run' short cuts have developed making small, narrow lanes become 
dangerous, compounded during school start and finish times. I find it hard to believe that the 
development has been given the go ahead without a mandatory bypass being included. 
Furthermore 'possible future options' being discussed are focussing on short, 'cheap' roads that do 
not offer a true bypass of Beaconsfield but create additional bottleneck roundabouts on current 
small lanes like Candlemas Lane where I live. I've polled many of the local residents and there is 
considerable demand for proper traffic calming of Candlemas Lane and surrounding main roads.

Sports Facilities
Beaconsfield is lucky to host a number of excellent, well supported sports clubs. I firmly believe 
having good sports facilities makes a large and positive impact on the soul, mood and identity of 
a town. However the standard of many of the sports facilities in Beaconsfield and surrounding 
area are very poor. Surely this development provides a fantastic opportunity to develop truly 
modern, world class sports facilities especially as the country and our young children are 
showing so much interest in recent Olympic events for example. I would expect clubs to be 
offered a true shared facility with all weather pitches, covered and indoor space to enable 
maximum variety of sports and utilisation of the facility. All I see added in the plans is a basic 
building surrounded by a couple of pitches which I fear will soon become unplayable as 
winter/water sets in. What are you doing in consulting the popular clubs like cricket, football, 
squash, hockey, swimming etc?

Finally my points listed above are related to the existing population of Beaconsfield. If we are to 
create a truly happy, safe, modern and culturally rich place to live for an additional 300+ homes 
and families the current services are unlikely to cope. I fear the opportunity for local children and 
a future legacy will be wasted.

Please convince me you are taking the local residents views and interests into consideration and 
creating a positive enhancement to our community.

Regards

Paul Jeffery
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Subject:        proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District 
Council’s draft SPD

Hi,

I would like the development to enhance the chances of all Beaconsfield residents to 
have access to open spaces for sports - cricket, rugby, football.

The development should be a coherent whole - fitting into infrastructure - for education, 
transport, health - sports are a big part of this.

Regards
Tim Harris

Click here to report this email as spam.
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1 

TECHNICAL NOTE
Date: June 2013 (revised Feb 2014) 

Project: Wilton Park Development Brief

Title: Opportunities and Constraints for Bus Access

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 It is proposed to redevelop the Wilton Park (WP) site in Beaconsfield for residential, and 

employment uses with community facilities open space and recreation facilities. A Development 

Brief is being prepared by Inland Homes and South Bucks District Council (SBDC) in consultation 

with Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC). The brief follows the Core Strategy and NPPF, in 

defining that the development has to be sustainable, which means that it must be accessible by 

non-car modes. 

1.2 The opportunities and constraints of the site have been studied, and a preferred access 

strategy has been developed. A key part of this strategy is the ability of the site to be accessed by 

public transport, and specifically by bus.  

1.3 A bus connection for new residents at Wilton Park will perform the function of moving 

people to Beaconsfield schools, to the shopping areas, and to Beaconsfield Railway Station. The 

connection to the railway station is seen as being particularly important, as land ownership 

constraints have been identified that preclude a direct walk route being provided to Seer Green and 

Jordans Railway Station. 

1.4 This Technical Note considers the opportunities and constraints for bus access to Wilton 

Park, and presents a series of potential options that could be developed with future planning 

applications. 
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2. EXISTING BUS NETWORK

2.1 Beaconsfield itself is well served by regional bus routes, but perhaps less well served 

locally. The town also has one of the highest levels of car ownership in the County, which presents 

a challenge to operators and BCC in trying to encourage residents to choose alternative modes.  

Figure 1 – Beaconsfield Bus Map

2.2 Park Lane, some 700m from the residential areas within WP, is served by routes 74, 377, 

581 and 740, all of which serve Beaconsfield Old Town, New Town and Railway Station. These 

combine to provide at least 4 buses per hour. Their route is via Maxwell Road and Amersham 

Road, and at London End roundabout the 74, 581 and 740 use London Road, whilst the 377 uses 

London End. 

2.3 London Road is served by the 74, 581, 740 again, and also by the A40. As its number 

suggests, route A40 runs along the A40 through Beaconsfield, hourly in each direction. London 

Road is served by 5 buses per hour in each direction. 

2.4 Other services in Beaconsfield worth noting are: 

a X336 and 580, which route via the A40, Station Road, Maxwell Road and Amersham 

Road combining to provide at least 1 bus per hour in each direction; and, 

b 577, which provides 8 services a day from the Railway Station north to Hazlemere. 



3 

Table 1 – Bus routes in Beaconsfield
Route No. Destinations Weekday Freq Weekend Freq 
74 Slough – High Wycombe 2/hr Sa 2/hr – Su ltd 

336 (X) High Wycombe – Amersham – Watford 1/hr Sa 1/hr – Su Nil 

377 Hazlemere – Loudwater 3/day (Tue, Fri) Sa Nil – Su Nil 

577 Beaconsfield – Hazlemere 8/day Sa Nil – Su Nil 

580 High Wycombe – Uxbridge 6/day Sa 5/day – Su Nil 

581 Beaconsfield – Uxbridge 3/day Sa 2/day – Su Nil 

740 High Wycombe – Heathrow Airport 1/hr Sa 1/hr – Su Nil 

A40 High Wycombe – Heathrow Airport 1/hr Sa 1/hr – Su 1/hr 

3. INFRASTRUCTURE

3.1 At present, the Wilton Park site is accessed via Minerva Way, which is a private road, off 

London End roundabout. Minerva Way is relatively narrow, and its junction with London End is 

congested and difficult to emerge from. 

Figure 2 – Wilton Park development area

3.2 The Core Strategy has identified an opportunity for the Wilton Park development to gain a 

better access, and for congestion at the London End roundabout to be relieved. Redevelopment of 

the site also opens up the possibility of providing a Relief Road between the Pyebush roundabout 

to the east of London End and the A355 Amersham Road to the north. 
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3.3 The Relief Road will ultimately offer significant benefits to Beaconsfield as a whole: 

 Significantly reduced traffic flow and delays at London End roundabout;

 An opportunity to improve the public realm on London End and at the roundabout;

 An uncongested link between Amersham Road and the A40; and,

 An opportunity to review the bus network to improve journey times.

3.4 The development of WP will bring forward the first phase of the Relief Road, which is the 

access off Pyebush roundabout. 

3.5 The strategy for the development is that Minerva Way is effectively closed to traffic 

accessing Wilton Park, which offers the following benefits: 

 Minerva Way at the London End roundabout can be downgraded (in traffic terms) to a

private drive to access a handful of nearby private dwellings;

 The London End roundabout, which is substandard in safety and capacity terms, can be

improved to form a more generic roundabout, potentially improving its capacity;

 The London End roundabout, which presents a harsh and unsafe environment for

pedestrians and cyclists, can be improved to provide better crossing facilities;

 Park Lane can be adjusted to provide a cycle route between Minerva Way and

Candlemas Lane, effectively completing a route to Beaconsfield Railway Station; and,

 Minerva Way can be upgraded to a traffic free pedestrian and cycle route.

3.6 It is considered that, if any vehicles (including buses) were to continue using Minerva Way 

in its current form, none of these opportunities would exist. The following chapter considers the 

suitability of Minerva Way as a bus route in more detail. 

3.7 Notwithstanding these points, a strategy to improve bus access to the site has to be fully 

investigated, including the use of Minerva Way. The subsequent chapter concludes with suggested 

bus routing options for consideration of SBDC, BCC and bus operators. 

4. SUITABILITY OF MINERVA WAY AS A BUS ROUTE

4.1 The following bus route issues are considered below: 

 The width of the Minerva Way carriageway;

 The comparative journey time between London End and Pyebush roundabout; and,
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 Feasibility of bus access to Minerva Way off London End roundabout.

Carriageway Width 

4.2 Notwithstanding the fact that Minerva Way is not a part of the public highway, which can 

sometimes deter bus operators from using routes, the width of Minerva Way would be a prohibitive 

issue. 

4.3 The carriageway of Minerva Way is generally 5.5m wide, and 5.1m at its narrowest point. 

Minerva Way is also not a straight road, and at bends, where there is limited visibility, there is no 

widening to account for the swept path of larger vehicles.  

4.4 The Manual for Streets (DfT 2007), adopted by BCC as a design guide for developers, 

indicates that a bus requires at least a 3m lane (plus widening on bends – see below), and that a 

bus route should be at least 6.0m wide. The width of Minerva Way is far below that standard, and 

unsuitable for two-way bus operations. 

4.5 The Manual for Streets recommends swept-path analysis to determine the ability of streets 

to accommodate larger vehicles. “Bus routes in residential areas are likely to require a more
generous swept path to allow efficient operation. While it would be acceptable for the occasional 
lorry to have to have to negotiate a particular junction with care, buses need to be able to do so 
with relative ease. The level of provision required for the movement of buses should consider the 
frequency and likelihood of two buses travelling in opposite directions meeting each other on a 
route”. 

4.6 Figure 3 shows swept path analysis along a 200m stretch of MW, of a UK standard 12m 

bus travelling at a forward speed of 14kph. The drawing shows that two buses cannot pass. 
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Figure 3 – Tracking on Minerva Way

4.7 The single footway offers no opportunity to widen the carriageway. At 1.5m wide, the 

footway would have to be removed completely to create a formal bus route along MW. This would 

place pedestrians and cyclists at a distinct disadvantage, resulting in a less well connected and 

less sustainable development.   

4.8 However the carriageway is suitably wide enough to accommodate a bus in one direction. 

Whilst this may offer advantages to operators (the feasibility of this is considered in the following 

section) this will only present half a solution to the whole issue of sustainability. For instance, if 

Minerva Way was used by westbound buses, passengers at WP may be able to catch the bus to 

Beaconsfield, but face a 700m walk from London Road on their return. Conversely, if MW was used 

by eastbound buses, passengers may have a bus to return on, but would have to walk 700m to 

catch a bus for the residual 900m of a journey to Beaconsfield New Town.  

4.9 BCC and operators may see benefits of this for their longer distance services, but one-way 

operation of MW for buses does not offer a comprehensive bus access solution for the WP 

development.  



7 

Journey Times 

4.10 A key measure for bus operators is the distance a bus has to travel, but for cost purposes 

journey time is the key factor. Journey time is also a key metric for passenger satisfaction. The 

opportunity that MW presents for bus operations is considered in both terms. 

4.11 The measured distance between London End and Pyebush roundabout is 621m on London 

Road and 1150m via the access road and MW. The additional 531m would represent an 

approximate journey time increase of 59 seconds per bus travelling at an average speed of 20mph.  

Figure 4 – Alternative bus diversions considered

4.12 It is now known that buses can only travel in a single direction along Minerva Way, but both 

the eastbound and westbound directions have been appraised.  

4.13 In the eastbound direction there is little congestion on London Road. Minerva Way being a 

longer route would offer an increased journey time for all of the bus routes. 

4.14 In the westbound direction there are significant queues that form on the approach to 

London End roundabout. The journey times along this stretch of road have been measured 

throughout the course of the day. A summation of the data is presented in the table below, and 

separates traffic in the left lane (A40 traffic) and right lane (A355 Amersham traffic). 
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Table 2 – Measured Journey time through Beaconsfield
Origin Destination JT peak JT inter-peak Difference 
A40 (e) A40 (w) 00:02:16 00:02:00 00:00:16 

A40 (e) A355 (n) 00:03:28 00:02:00 00:01:28 

A355 (s) M40 A40 (w) 00:02:16 00:02:00 00:00:16 

A355 (s) M40 A355 (n) 00:03:32 00:02:00 00:01:32 

4.15 The journey times in the peak hours are an average taken between 0800-0900. The inter-

peak is taken from 1000-1300. The journey times measured include some distance beyond the 

junctions, but it is believed that most of the delay incurred on these routes is at the London End 

roundabout.  

4.16 The summary of the survey shows that delays in the right hand lane towards Amersham are 

in the order of 90 seconds, whereas the delays in the left hand lane towards Wycombe are only 15 

seconds. These delays are used with estimated unconstrained journey times along London Road, 

and along Minerva Way to calculate a comparative journey time between the two routes. 

4.17 There is no survey data available to calculate the delays on Minerva Way, although at best 

these are thought to be 20 to 30 seconds or perhaps longer. 

4.18 The unconstrained journey time is calculated using the distance with an average speed of 

20mph. 

Table 3 – Estimated journey times through Wilton Park
Origin Destination Unconstrained JT Delay Total JT 
Pyebush via MW  A40 (w) 00:02:09 00:00:30 00:02:39 

Pyebush via MW A355 (n) 00:02:09 00:00:30 00:02:39 

Pyebush via LR A40 (w) 00:01:10 00:00:15 00:01:25 

Pyebush via LR A355 (n) 00:01:10 00:01:30 00:02:40 

4.19 A comparison of the routes reveals that the journey time of the westbound bus route A40 

would be increased by over 60 seconds by diverting via Minerva Way. The change in journey times 

for westbound services of the 74, 581 and 740 would be marginal. 

4.20 It is concluded that Minerva Way would not offer journey time benefits for existing services 

that might be diverted through the site. 
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Minerva Way access off London End 

4.21 The layout of London End roundabout does not lend itself to acute turning manoeuvres by 

larger vehicles. The Manual for Streets suggests that Swept-Path analysis can be used to 

determine the ability of streets to accommodate large vehicles. 

4.22 The analysis in Figure 5 shows that a bus cannot enter the site from Park Lane under two 

way conditions. However Minerva Way at the junction of the roundabout will operate as a two way 

private drive for nearby properties. The analysis also shows that buses can exit Minerva Way 

safely. 

4.23 The analysis in Figure 6 shows that buses can safely travel to or from Minerva Way from 

London End, albeit Minerva Way is not wide enough for a two way operation involving buses. 

Figure 5 – Tracking from Park Lane to Minerva Way
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Figure 6 – Tracking from London End to Minerva Way

Conclusions 

4.24 The following conclusions can be drawn from this section: 

 Minerva Way is not suitable for two way operation involving buses;

 One-way operation of buses via Minerva Way will not present a complete public

transport solution for the Wilton Park development;

 To force two-way operation of buses on Minerva Way, would be to the detriment of

pedestrians and cyclists;

 The use of Minerva Way for eastbound buses would increase journey times by some 60

seconds, and in the westbound direction journey times would not be improved

(particularly for Route A40);

 Minerva Way at its junction with London End is not suitable for a two-way operation

involving buses;

 Buses from Park Lane would not have an easy manoeuvre to and from Minerva Way;

 The diversion of the A40 via Minerva Way would result in significantly increased journey

times, and the diversion of the 74, 581 and 740 would not be practical due to

constraints at London End; and

 Retention of the Minerva Way entrance onto London End in its current form will prevent

an modifications to this junction to increase capacity or improve pedestrian safety
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5. THE ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORT STRATEGY

5.1 The absence of general traffic, including buses, from Minerva Way allows the following 

works to be undertaken: 

 Minerva Way is downgraded (in traffic terms) to a private drive at one end and closed

up thereafter;

 The London End roundabout capacity might be improved;

 The London End roundabout could be improved for pedestrians and cyclists;

 A cycle route to Beaconsfield Railway Station can be established; and,

 Minerva Way can be upgraded to a traffic-free pedestrian and cycle route.

5.2 On the basis that buses cannot use Minerva Way, diversion of existing routes seems less 

likely. However a short journey into the site (a 400m diversion, which is a 45 second additional 

journey) is possible via the access off Pyebush Roundabout. 

Figure 7 – Potential to divert services off Pyebush roundabouts

5.3 The alternative  bus access options we would suggest are: 

 An extension of the 577 as a through service between Wilton Park and Hazlemere,

connecting with Old Town, New Town and the Railway Station. This would provide 8
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services a day and would have the added benefit of allowing residents of Hazlemere to 

interchange with Route A40; 

 A Parish Council-managed service, which is more flexible in its routeing and timetable

than a standard service. This will offer residents more control over a service which

could connect local residential areas to local schools, GP’s and shops, and outside of

the peak connect further afield; or,

 A Maxi-Taxi, which is a commercially run executive taxi-bus service, exclusively for

residents of Beaconsfield and Wilton Park en-route to Beaconsfield or Gerrards Cross

Railway Station; and providing off-peak connections further afield, such as Heathrow

Airport, and shuttle services into Beaconsfield shopping areas.

Figure 8 – Potential alternative transport strategy

5.4 These are considered to be reasonable options, that are more suited to the development at 

Wilton Park. 

5.5 Once the relief road has been completed it is reasonable to expect that commercial 

services such as the 74 and 740, which connect Beaconsfield to High Wycombe, Gerards Cross 

and Slough, will be rerouted through the site between Pyebush Roundabout and Amersham Road. 

In this case the need for new contrived bus services, and any thought of using Minerva Way, will 

ultimately become redundant. 
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5.6 In conclusion it is suggested that Inland Homes continue to work with BCC beyond the 

development brief, to work up public transport options that do not involve Minerva Way. 

6. CONCLUSION

6.1 In conclusion it is our view that the use of Minerva Way as a bus route will present no 

discernable benefits to the community of Beaconsfield, for the following reasons: 

a There are no bus journey time savings that could be made; 

b It is not reasonable to expect operators to run a two way bus service along a 

substandard road; 

c The road will not be offered for adoption, giving no certainty of access or maintenance 

for the operator; 

d There is no possibility of combining it with a safe and attractive, segregated pedestrian 

and cycle route into Beaconsfield; 

e Access from and to London End roundabout is unsatisfactory, and potentially unsafe; 

and, 

f There is no possibility of modifying the London End roundabout to improve safety or 

increase capacity, with the current Minerva Way access. 

6.2 It is our opinion that to preserve Minerva Way as a segregated pedestrian and cycle route 

now, would offer the opportunity to: 

a Establish the route as part of the sustainable network before the Relief Road comes 

forward; 

b Improve the capacity and safety of London End; 

c Develop a bus strategy as part of the comprehensive vehicular access strategy, for a 

new road off the Pyebush Roundabout at an early phase in the scheme; and, 

d Provide a safe and attractive connection for people who live in Beaconsfield, particularly 

in Old Town, to get leisure amenities on the site. 
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 The Wilton Park development is likely to bring in the region of 
300-600 school age children to the area. Local primary schools 
are already over-subscribed and I do not understand how the 
council expects the local schools to meet the extra capacity. I 
believe that a new primary school is required to be built on 
the site and must be a stipulated condition of the 
development. Also, a clear proposal needs to be made on how 
the council intends to provide extra capacity at local senior 
schools which are also over-subscribed. A development cannot 
go ahead without proper provision for education which must 
be developed in consultation with the local community, the 
promised of "Section 106 contributions" is not a satisfactory 
proposal.  

I am worried at the prominence placed in the document (and 
in the local press and by Old Town resident groups) on the 
provision of a "A355/A40 Relief Road". This proposal is NOT 
supported by all local residents particularly as the current 
proposal only serves to move the problems further up the 
Amersham road (and hence cause even more congestion in the 
New Town, particulary Maxwell road and Ledborough road 
both of which contain primary schools). The development 
should not be granted simply on the promise of funding 
towards a Relief Road. 

The planned development will cause considerable strain on the 
resources in both the Old and New Town. In tems of schools, 
healthcare, supermarkets, restaurants, pubs and other 
services. The residents of Wilton Park will need to come into 
Beaconsfield to use these facilities (as none are planned on 
site). This will also cause considerably more local traffic 
(which is in no way addressed by a Relief Road) and strain on 
car parking facilities.  The whole infrastructure of 
Beaconsfield needs to be improved in order to cope with an 
extra 900+ residents. 

The document mentions cycle paths and bus routes to the 
station but does not discuss how the train service needs to be 
improved (the platform and trains are already over-crowded) 
or how the station car park needs to be extended (the 
majority of Wilton Park residents travelling by train will drive 
to the station). Again, a development of this size requires 
consideration of how the existing infrastructure needs to be 
improved, something that is lacking from the proposal. 



The Planning Policy Team 
Capswood 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
UB9 4LH. 

ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

REF : WILTON PARK DEVELOPMENT 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I write as a very proud Beaconsfeldian, and a committed qualified 
volunteer coach at Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Holtspur 
Football Club, which I have served for over 5 years. 

The development of Wilton Park represents a once in a lifetime chance 
for us to leave a legacy, and to cement a sporting culture – and all the 
good which that brings – to our future generations. 

The public consultation document includes plans for new sports pitches 
and changing facilities within the Community ‘Hub’.  As BHFC use the 
existing football pitches now, we hope and expect that these new 
facilities will be used by us in the future too.  

I understand also that Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield 
Squash Club are sensibly investigating the possibility to develop new 
joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their facilities up to modern 
standards. 

There seems a huge opportunity for the Council to consider the potential 
development of a single facility for all three Clubs. The combined 
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membership and resources of all three clubs would provide the facility 
with greater utilisation and strong financial sustainability for many years 
to come. 

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non profit making and exist 
purely for the benefit of the people of the Beaconsfield area) provide 
high quality sporting opportunities for hundreds of Beaconsfield 
residents (especially children). This is a once in a lifetime opportunity to 
provide the residents (and future generations) with first class facilities to 
develop these sports even further. 

Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we 
request that the Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a 
review to find a way of developing a joint clubhouse facility which is 
more financially sustainable and will be to the greater benefit of current 
and future generations of Beaconsfield residents. Whilst we recognise 
that the SPD relates only to land within the Opportunity site boundary, 
we think that the authority should encourage and enable more lateral 
thinking where opportunities may exist that will benefit the wider 
community. This may result in some areas of land that are currently set 
within the Green Belt being accepted as development opportunities 
when considered as Exceptions Cases benefitting the Community. 

Yours faithfully, 
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We all consider transport in Beaconsfield particularly through 
the Old Town to be the primary concern and like much of the 
tone of the proposed development, talking on board comments 
brought up at the public meetings held by Wilton Park Watch 
who are submitting a boarder scope response. 
 
The areas I wish to address is predominately the community 
hub and the opportunity Beaconsfield and South Bucks District 
Council to improve the facilities available to the arts and in 
particular theatre within the SBDC district. 
 
My main concern, and this is echoed by many people I have 
talked to, is that this is effectively a document written by a 
developer for a developer and not a council as a requirements 
brief for a developer to supply to - so I hope that the 
aspirations are treated as requirements and that the council 
ensures that the tone and scope offered by any developer to 
the council during the planning phase is actually what is 
delivered. 
 
Beaconsfield does not need another multiuse community 
centre that tries to be a “jack of all trades”- it already has the 
Curzon Centre and The Beacon Centre, which are council 
owned (County and District). 
 
What Beaconsfield needs is a dedicated theatre and arts 
centric centre that can function to fulfil those aspects of 
people's recreational activities that are not sport related 
without having to compromise with the sometimes conflicting 
and many times incompatible requirements of sports. 
 
Developments like the Beacon Centre prove  - however 
laudable and worthy the intentions might be - that sports and 
theatre do not sit well together - as SBDC should realise from 
the “approaching 20 years” of complaints by the theatrical 
user base about the lack of facilities, investment and the lack 
of understanding of the management that has run that centre 
on behalf of SBDC.  This may sound like just a criticism, but I 
hope that this will open a constructive dialogue between the 
Beaconsfield based theatre & performing arts groups and 
SBDC. 
 
A truly commercial organisation matches requirements against 
facilities and ensure that the best match is achieved.  The 
Beacon Centre would function far more effectively without the 
theatre, as they would be able to offer more regular weekly 
classes that don’t have to be cancelled when a theatrical 
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production is in.  The same is also true for the Curzon Centre.  
Their regular weekly user base gets very annoyed when stage 
usage results in cancellations due to theatrical activity. 

The Wilton Park development gives an opportunity to create a 
worthy and sustainable theatrical resource that will provide 
recreational facilities and youth after school activities – as 
well as providing entertainment and participation for all ages.  
There are however some provisos on this.   

The ideal scenario would be a community resource run by the 
community for the community, by way of a charitable 
management company.  That charitable management company 
would have two goals – that of ensuring the long term viability 
of the centre by ensuing it is profitably run whilst utilising all 
generated profits to promote and enhance the core activities 
of the centre.  

This building will have an appropriate dedicated performance 
space that could, beyond its primary use as a performance 
space, be used for commercial day conferences, music 
recitals, choral concerts and regular film showings to generate 
income.  Local schools and colleges that also have no 
theatrical facilities would also have cost effective access to 
the hub as a resource. 

The centre would also have several multi use rehearsal rooms 
that would be suitable for theatrical rehearsals, music 
rehearsals, choral rehearsals and dance rehearsals – all 
potential income streams for this collection of rooms. 

These rehearsals happen most nights a week, for the majority 
of the weeks f the year, spread around various halls, mostly in 
Beaconsfield but also in the outlying towns and villages as 
there is not enough capacity currently in Beaconsfield. 

The addition of a small café/bar, available when the centre is 
open running day classes, evening rehearsals or theatrical 
performances would also help to supplement the venue’s 
income stream contributing to the viability of this resource. 

But how would this resource fit into the broader site.  Ideally 
the building could be “an iconic building” and be the focal 
point of the development and stand out within the 
development.   But it could also be the lynch pin of the 
community within Wilton Park, Beaconsfield and the wider 
South Bucks community. 

We are also not asking for a Wycombe Swan – either in delivery 
or allowance on land allocation.  We would like an appropriate 
sized building that is aimed primarily at community use – 
probably in the region of 250 – 350 seats.  We would look to 
ensuring that an architect is employed who understands the 
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requirements of theatre to design the theatrical space.   Many 
architects probably believe they could design a performance 
space but this is not the case.  

There would be an opportunity to provide a theatrical space 
that is accessible by disabled users and performers – something 
not currently available in Beaconsfield or the wider South 
Bucks District.  For example, neither the Curzon Centre or the 
Beacon Centre have any facility to allow wheel chair users to 
access the stage, and neither buildings have segregated 
changing rooms – the Curzon Centre has no changing rooms and 
the Beacon Centre has two small rooms with a toilet in one 
corner “in a cupboard”.  Neither venue has the ability to easily 
separate children from changing in adult areas. 

The building could well incorporate and, with an appropriate 
usage fee structure, maintain the sports changing rooms 
already provisioned within the brief.  A shared resource – 
zoned appropriately giving the maximum benefit possible to 
each of the users of the structure.   

Access could be given to the public communal areas to the 
sports users and their parents, siblings and general spectators, 
allowing those groups to purchase refreshments where income 
and profits contribute to the sustainability of the venue. 

This would further enhance the statement that this is a 
community hub – but not based on sport but rather theatre 
and the arts.     

This could also be an ideal place for a South Bucks, 
Beaconsfield or Wilton Park centric museum highlighting the 
critical role that Wilton Park played in the “theatre of war” 
during the WW2 and cold war era.  Other areas that this 
potential museum space could focus on are Burnham Beeches 
heritage, the many and varied notable residents of 
Beaconsfield, not least Enid Blyton and G K Chesterton and a 
history of Beaconsfield etc.  These displays would provide 
public indoor spaces available for people to enjoy whilst 
visiting the community hub.  

This hub, if situated correctly, could also effectively act as a 
“visitors’ centre” and “reception centre” for Wilton Park. 

Much emphasis has been put on the potential for walking, 
jogging and running routes as well as cycle paths and nature 
trails through parts of the Wilton Park site.  The community 
hub, as envisaged above, would be the perfect start and finish 
point for these activities, providing a source of pre and post 
refreshments and facilities – all of which would – if the centre 
was run by a charitable management company – further 
contribute to the long term viability of the theatre and arts 
centre.   
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My other comment is regarding the parking provision.  100 car 
spaces for the sports is just not enough, particularly when it is 
also providing relief parking for the Old Town.  Waitrose in 
Beaconsfield has well over 100 spaces and at peak times it can 
be impossible to park there or in the town in general. 

Football matches and theatrical performances both have a 
similar effect when each is happening.  Many people will arrive 
to be involved in their chosen activity and will wish to remain 
there for between two to four hours.  They cannot schedule 
their visit to a quieter time – these activities are group 
activities and their very nature result in all participants and 
spectators to be present simultaneously.   This is unavoidable 
and should not be ignored. 

It should also be noted that again – by its very nature – the 
majority of theatrical activity is an evening activity.  This will 
mean that the majority of visitors use cars to arrive at a venue 
and need to park during that event.  Public transport provision 
post 6pm is effectively no existent.  At present, when there is 
a production at The Curzon Centre cars are parked everywhere 
available as there is not enough car parking and this issue is 
duplicated at The Beacon Centre.  This annoys the local 
residents who are inconvenienced by these additional vehicles 
in an area not designed to cope with this level of traffic. 

Theatre also finishes later at night than many other activities, 
with a large number of people and car movements.  This 
inevitably generates a considerable amount of unavoidable 
noise.  I know that the Curzon Centre management have 
received complaints about noise post 10pm and I am sure that 
the Beacon Centre will have similar issues. Siting the 
community hub and associated parking slightly away from 
residential areas will improve the lives of the residents living 
in the vicinity of both the Curzon Centre and Beacon Centre. 

SBDC and Beaconsfield Town Council have the opportunity to 
create a landmark centre – worthy of my home town – that in 
3, 4 or even 5 decades time people will say “that was built for 
the community by the community – aren’t we pleased they had 
the foresight to say yes when Wilton Park was redeveloped…” 



PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent       A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Mr & Mrs M J Hill 

Resident 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

3,5,6,7 Please see attached continuation form. 



This document is a continuation of the Representation Form submitted by: 

for the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD public consultation, and should be read in 

conjunction with it. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 
3 27 and 

following 
22 The SPD does nothing to mitigate the additional 

transport movements on the strategic and local road 
network; the addition of 250-350 households will 
only ADD to the traffic problems that affect both 
Beaconsfield Old and New Town. The SDP should, in 
our opinion, be strengthened in the provision of 
traffic solutions; the provision of buses is not the 
answer – the existing bus services are massively 
under-utilised, suggesting that the majority would 
rather drive. 

5, 6 49,61 5.52, 6.55 We note the intention to provide pedestrian and 
cycle access from the site to Candlemas Lane. This 
is a desirable objective, however it may set a 
precedent that could be subsequently used to 
enhance this link and make it the second stage of 
the Relief Road. 
If this were to happen this would significantly 
increase the traffic flow along Candlemas Lane; it 
would also, in our opinion, provide a very poor 
solution to the traffic problem at the East of 
Beaconsfield: to work the relief road must surely 
join the A355 further north.  
We suggest that once the pedestrian and cycle 
access is established as suggested, it should be 
protected in some way and prevented from being 
upgraded to a vehicular link. 

7 71,72 7.15, 7.16 Our view is that any financial contribution to be 
made by the developer (whether under Section 106 
or directly) towards building, maintaining or 
transferring sports, recreation and community 
facilities would benefit Beaconsfield as a whole 
much better if they were used to fund, in whole or 
in part, a subsequent construction of the northern 
section of the Relief Road. 

6, 7 52, 62- 6.7 & 6.64- We note the response to comments regarding 4-



63 6.71 storey buildings. Our view is that any 4-storey 
buildings would be inappropriate since there is 
nothing in the area of the site or in Beaconsfield Old 
Town of this height (with the notable exception of 
the existing tower on the site). The tower is 
generally regarded as an “eyesore”. 

3 27,28 3.22-3.26 We are concerned that this development will be 
followed by a series of further, piecemeal 
developments, none of which individually will be big 
enough to require the construction of the remainder 
of the Relief Road, or necessary community 
infrastructure such as a school, medical centre or 
recreation facilities. 
It is important that somehow this development is 
seen as merely a part of a much bigger potential 
development to the east of the A355 and north of 
the A40 which might ultimately consist of several 
thousand homes. There is a risk that none of these 
will have access to appropriate transport or 
community facilities – creating an unbearable load 
on the rest of Beaconsfield both financially and 
physically. 



Subject:        Wilton Park Development Consultation

Importance:     High

Dear Sir or Madam,

I understand the consultation ends today and I would like to ensure that my comments will be included 
within this consultation. 

1) If the development is to proceed, we need a by-pass from the Pyebush Roundabout to Maxwell
Road (this is the most practical northern access point as I doubt there will ever be the funding to 
bridge the railway).  Although there is support from Bucks County Council (BCC) to see the 
diversion built, I am concerned that Inland Homes will only pay part of the cost from the 
Pyebush Roundabout to Wilton Park, leaving BCC to fund the rest of the diversion road.  I now 
hear that BCC may not be able to fund this?  This bypass is fundamental to the whole 
development as two access points are needed rather than one from the Pyebush roundabout 
and it makes sense to divert the traffic away from the roundabout at London End (A40) and Park 
Lane (A355) which would be under enormous pressure if there is only the one access point from 
Wilton Park Village to the Pyebush Roundabout.  Without the bypass, the redevelopment of 
Wilton Park is a waste of time and either the we have Wilton Park with a bypass, or the land 
goes back to being green belt land as was agreed when the MOD took over the site.

2) If the by-pass is built, my next concern is what happens to the infill land currently owned by
Portman Birtley Estate.  A few years ago I wrote a piece published by the Beaconsfield Society 
suggesting that this land could purchased and turned into a park, thereby preventing it from 
ever being developed.  My blue sky thinking was to offer to buy the land from Portman Birtley 
and split the land into small parcels inviting people in Beaconsfield to buy these parcels of land 
with all the land then entrusted to the Beaconsfield Town Council to look after.  I realise this 
extremely unlikely to happen, but nonetheless, I am worried that in the future this land could be 
used for further urbanisation of Beaconsfield.  What could be done to prevent this?

3) We will need an another school and doctors surgery as the current facilities can only just about
cope with the current population of 12,000.  An extra 300-400 homes could increase the 
population by 8-10%.  How will our schools and doctors surgeries cope?

4) Can the current drainage system and water supply facilities cope with the influx of 300-400
homes + other business use properties e.g. retail units, offices and amenity buildings?

5) Where are the additional cars that 300-400 homes would bring going to park in Beaconsfield
when residence of Wilton Park Village want to come into town to do their shopping?  We can 
barely cope at the moment!  My suggestion is to use land at Wilton Park to create a park and 
ride scheme using a Hopper Bus to transfer commuters to and from the Town, who could park 
their cars at Wilton Park all day for free.

6) What type of house mix is to be created at Wilton Park Village?  Currently we have this crazy
situation whereby a developer builds 12 dwellings to avoid building affordable housing, and 
then well into the build, the developer puts in a new application to build a further 4-5 dwellings 
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on the same site; this is what happened at the bottom end of  Lakes Lane, Beaconsfield and is 
happening at the new Banner Homes development next to the Masonic Centre off Windsor End 
in Beaconsfield Old Town.  How will you prevent Inland Homes from using just such a ploy to 
avoid its social responsibility?

7) What amenities are to be built at Wilton Park Village?  There have been a number of suggestions
from a Park, a theatre, a new gym with swimming pool? What ideas are South Bucks District 
Council going to explore?

8) My greatest concern is that we do not have another situation like we did with the Motorway
Service Area at Junction 2 of the M40 a few years ago where local politicians failed to secure any 
benefit for Beaconsfield from the developer.  The obvious benefit to the town is the 
bypass!   What is South Bucks District Council going to do to ensure that Beaconsfield “profits” 
from the redevelopment of Wilton Park? 

I should be grateful if you would confirm safe receipt of this email and that it will be included as my 
response to the consultation.

Regards

Simon Woolf

Click here to report this email as spam.



28th February ‘14 

The Planning Policy Team 
Capswood 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
UB9 4LH. 

ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District Council’s draft SPD, 
specifically the provision of new sports pitches and changing facilities within the Community ‘Hub’.   

As Beaconsfield Holtspur FC currently use the existing football pitches, the expectation is that these 
new facilities will be used by them. At the same time Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield 
Squash Club are also discussing a proposal to develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their 
facilities up to modern standards. 

Consequently, there is an opportunity for the Council to consider the potential development of a 
single facility for all three Clubs. The combined membership and resources of all three clubs would 
provide the facility with greater utilisation and strong financial sustainability for many years to come. 

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non-profit making and exist purely for the benefit of the 
people of the Beaconsfield area) provide high quality sporting opportunities for hundreds of 
Beaconsfield residents, especially children. This is an opportunity to provide the residents, and 
future generations, with first class facilities to develop these sports even further. 

Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that the Council 
meet with the three sports clubs and initiate a review to find a way of developing a joint clubhouse 
facility which is more financially sustainable and beneficial to current and future generations of 
Beaconsfield residents.  

Regards, 

Amanda Lindsay. 
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28th February, 2014 

The Planning Policy Team 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District Council’s 
draft SPD. 

Included in the consultation document is the provision of new sports pitches and changing 
facilities within the Community ‘Hub’.  As Beaconsfield Holtspur FC currently use the existing 
football pitches, the expectation is that these new facilities will be used by them.  

At the same time Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Squash Club are also 
discussing a proposal to develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their facilities up to 
modern standards. 

Consequently, there seems a huge opportunity for the Council to consider the potential 
development of a single facility for all three Clubs. The combined membership and resources 
of all three clubs would provide the facility with greater utilisation and strong financial 
sustainability for many years to come. 

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non profit making and exist purely for the benefit 
of the people of the Beaconsfield area) provide high quality sporting opportunities for 
hundreds of Beaconsfield residents (especially children). This is a once in a lifetime 
opportunity to provide the residents (and future generations) with first class facilities to 
develop these sports even further. 

Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that the 
Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a review to find a way of developing a 
joint clubhouse facility which is more financially sustainable and will be to the greater benefit 
of current and future generations of Beaconsfield residents. Whilst we recognise that the 
SPD relates only to land within the Opportunity site boundary, we think that the authority 
should encourage and enable more lateral thinking where opportunities may exist that will 
benefit the wider community. This may result in some areas of land that are currently set 
within the Green Belt being accepted as development opportunities when considered as 
Exceptions Cases benefiting the Community. 

Yours faithfully, 

Richard Roy 
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PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

WILTON PARK WATCH 

Wilton Park Watch is formed by representatives from a wide range of organisations in 
Beaconsfield that includes: The Beaconsfield Society, Beaconsfield Old Town Residents 
Association, Beaconsfield Holtspur Football Club, Beaconsfield Churches Together and five 
Beaconsfield Theatre Groups. Membership of these groups exceed 1200 residents. 
This response represents the consensus view of WPW following discussion with respective 
memberships, fellow residents and is informed by an Open Meeting held on 12 February 
attended by more than 200 people. 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

SEE ATTACHED SUMMARY DOCUMENT TOGETHER WITH SPECIFIC 
POINTS BY PARAGRAPH NUMBERS. 
Comments too numerous to fit on the form. 



WILTON PARK WATCH 
Wilton Park Supplementary Planning Document Consultation 

Members: The Beaconsfield Society, Beaconsfield Old Town Residents Association, Beaconsfield 
Holtspur Football Club, Beaconsfield Churches Together and five Beaconsfield theatre groups 

Wilton Park Watch is formed by representatives from a wide range of organisations in 
Beaconsfield that includes: The Beaconsfield Society, Beaconsfield Old Town Residents 
Association, Beaconsfield Holtspur Football Club, Churches Together and five theatre groups 
resident in Beaconsfield. Total membership is well in excess of 1200 residents. 
This response represents the consensus view of WPW following discussion with respective 
memberships, fellow residents and is informed by an Open Meeting held on 12 February 
2014 attended by more than 200 people. 

Our submission is intended to be both constructive and helpful, we seek positive outcomes. 

WPW very much compliments the Draft SPD for its structure, clarity, and depth of 
contextual information with specific acknowledgement of public input from last year’s 
exhibition. The existence of this consultation bodes well for interaction between SBDC and 
stakeholders as the final version is developed. It is very apparent from the document that 
SBDC is keenly aware of both the opportunities at this strategic site and the potential critical 
impacts on the wider and much more numerous Beaconsfield community. To have this part 
of the overall planning process before any outline planning applications is very positive.  
Many of our suggestions below seek to enhance the document with more outwith-the-site 
certainty and assurance for the present population than may sometimes be included in an 
SPD concentrating on within-the-site guidance. We do hope that this will be possible, thus 
providing a more positive climate for the outline planning application for the important site. 
WPW remain convinced the Wilton Park site represents an opportunity for present and 
future residents of Beaconsfield and South Bucks.  

We will summarise our response in two parts: Consequences and Specific concerns.  
We will then give a paragraph by paragraph list of points and suggested amendments. 

Consequences: 
WPW believes the SPD does not fully address and safeguard against the impact of the 
development on Beaconsfield and South Bucks infrastructure. Residents list a series of 
recent events and examples of major infrastructure failure, insufficient capacity and 
inconvenience. WPW believes the infrastructure surrounding WP must be upgraded 
coincident with the development with demonstrable, fully funded and publically available 
plans presented from all agencies. The SPD does reference some aspects of this but further 
comfort is needed and we suggest it be amended to require the developer to do this at 
Outline Planning stage.  
The areas of concern include: 

 Traffic impacts on Beaconsfield as a whole not merely the site and London End.

 Rail focusing on Beaconsfield rather than Seer Green as the likely station of choice.

 Pedestrian and Cyclist provision to be definitive rather than aspirational

 Public transport, practical and sustainable bus access to the site

 Power provision

 Sewerage and Household waste provision

 Education provision

 Health Care provision

 Emergency Services coverage



WILTON PARK WATCH 
Wilton Park Supplementary Planning Document Consultation 

Members: The Beaconsfield Society, Beaconsfield Old Town Residents Association, Beaconsfield 
Holtspur Football Club, Beaconsfield Churches Together and five Beaconsfield theatre groups 

 Potable water provision.
The single biggest concern is the traffic impact. WPW believes development must not 
proceed unless and until a relief road is built from the north-west corner of the site to the 
A355. This is based on the current traffic situation and expected impact of WP. Further, 
approval of HS2 would put intolerable pressure on the existing road system and bring 
Beaconsfield to a standstill. An holistic traffic study should be done before SPD adoption. 

Specific concerns: 

Core policy 14 refers to 300 dwellings, the SPD redefines this as 250 to 350 dwellings. WPW 

understand that the SPD should elaborate but not amend policy, this seems a clear 

contradiction and change of scope. 

The Community hub is to be welcomed but the definition in the SPD is no more than a list of 
current activities on the site. WPW believe SBDC, BTC, the developer or delegated party 
should convene a wide range of representation in Beaconsfield and South Bucks to define 
the most appropriate facilities for the hub. We believe there is the real chance for this to be 
a positive increase in facilities in South Bucks, complementing rather than competing with 
the nearby Curzon and Beacon Centres. The terms of reference should include the 
development of a sustainable business plan in the medium and long term. The group should 
consider Theatre and arts provision, lacking in South Bucks, the potential for addition sports 
pitches including an all-weather facility, indoor sports provision, a community health centre 
and other uses. We suggest an holistic review across South Bucks. WPW has a number of 
suggestions to explore and would welcome the chance to participate in this review.  

Affordable housing obligations should be on site and not elsewhere in SBDC through a 
Section 106 lieu payment. The SPD should include this point explicitly. 

The “street” and at grade crossing on the relief road is a welcome objective but 
considerable concern has been raised as to whether this can be delivered… and safely. 
Correcting what may prove to be an unworkable at grade crossing would be expensive and 
disruptive. WPW believe the SPD needs to be more descriptive and definitive that this vital 
element of the scheme can be delivered. 

The proposed bus route is deficient at many levels: practicality, traffic flow, incentive to use 
to and from the town, and likely sustainability. Public transport access to the site is 
important but inadequately covered, further work on this is needed. 

Employment uses definition is vague, and we welcome mention of live-work units, 
community hub, small scale retail, B1 office and care homes seem appropriate for the site, 
other uses should be discouraged or explicitly excluded. 

4 – storey buildings are not appropriate on the site and large building mass should be 
limited to one of no greater height and scale as the previous Manor House. 

The proposed car parking is inadequate for the Community hub and related sports pitches, 
we believe the football usage alone would peak beyond the proposed level.  



WILTON PARK WATCH 
Wilton Park Supplementary Planning Document Consultation 

Members: The Beaconsfield Society, Beaconsfield Old Town Residents Association, Beaconsfield 
Holtspur Football Club, Beaconsfield Churches Together and five Beaconsfield theatre groups 

Detailed points against SPD paragraphs 
Section 1 
1.5 This points out the SPD relates to a wider area than the MDS boundary ‘including the 

mitigation of transport impacts on the strategic and local road networks’.  In practice 
SPD is seriously lacking in this respect.  See later. 

1.6 Implication is that access road can be upgraded later.  This is surely a waste of 
money: it should specify that it built to a standard suitable for a relief road from the 
beginning. 

1.7 We are not aware of any significant ongoing dialogue with stakeholders after the 
initial public consultation exercise in early 2013. 

1.9 See 1.7 above 

1.10 These are appropriate aspirations but there remain a large number of concerns as 
set out later. 

Section 2 
2.16  These are crucial comments that need addressing seriously.  See later comments 

2.32-9  Ecology Mostly a factual account providing helpful markers for WP planning 
application. 

Section 3 
3.2.1 Pleased to note that National Planning Policy Framework is designed to empower 

local people to enhance and improve the places in which they live. 

3.2.12 It should ‘deliver community and cultural facilities and services to meet local needs’. 
We feel the current SPD requires modification in order to do so. 

3.8 The core strategy suggests that it ‘could deliver 300 new homes with more than 100 
affordable homes’.  We would like this aspiration to be adhered to. 

3.11 Local plan.  It would be helpful to know when this is likely to finalised in relation to 
the WP development. 

3.13 How can it be shown that 40% of homes in a substantial development is 
economically unsustainable? 

3.14 The strategic Housing Market Assessment seems to be a sensible policy but how 
does it square with the current government’s ‘bedroom tax’ imposed on social 
housing? 

3.16 Nursing accommodation on site? 



WILTON PARK WATCH 
Wilton Park Supplementary Planning Document Consultation 

 

Members: The Beaconsfield Society, Beaconsfield Old Town Residents Association, Beaconsfield 
Holtspur Football Club, Beaconsfield Churches Together and five Beaconsfield theatre groups 

3.22.4 Impact on road network as a whole has not been addressed thus far apart from the 
possibility of a relief road later in the plan period. 

 
3.26 Cultural facilities have not been addressed adequately so far. 
 
3.45.5  ‘Safely accessible from public highway’.  We are yet to be convinced that an ‘at 

grade’ crossing of the access road/future relief road will be safe. 
 
Section 4 
4.1 We are pleased that the draft SPD has summarized the feedback from the 2013 

public consultation and has shown the SBDC response, though we are concerned 
that some proposals have been rejected without explanation. 

 
4.3.5 This needs further consideration. See later comments. 
 
Section 5 
5.9 Reducing the traffic on Minerva Way is only part of the solution to reducing the 

increasing congestion at London End Roundabout. Nor should this problem be 
considered only in the context of the Wilton Park development. The Government is 
committed to the HS2 project and, should this go ahead, there will be significant 
extra heavy vehicular traffic from the M40 accessing the A355 to Amersham. It 
would be a travesty for this situation to be ignored in developing the Transport 
Assessment. The Transport Assessment must not ignore the impact of some 
additional 3-400 vehicles of Wilton Park residents on Beaconsfield. The study must 
take a holistic view, this development will have a significant impact on the town with 
increased congestion and parking issues. 

 
5.20-1 Drainage: A small mention is made of sewage systems for the development. 

Beaconsfield Old Town, and latterly the New Town, has recently been plagued with 
sewage system failures leading to serious leakage of harmful human and household 
waste onto the streets and playing fields. The SPD must address this very serious 
omission and must ensure that not only will the system be suitable for handling all 
future properties anticipated at Wilton Park but also demonstrate its potential 
impact on the existing sewage systems. 

 
5.46 The opportunity to ease the car parking problem in the Old Town in particular should 

be a priority, not just a consideration. The car parking facilities at the Community 
Hub should reflect the additional number of spaces required to accommodate these 
vehicles. 

 
5.47/8  A good bus service is essential to encourage WP residents to leave their cars in the 

garage thus reducing the impact on traffic congestion and car parking in 
Beaconsfield. The bus provisions described in the SPD appear to WPW as vague and 
potentially undeliverable. A more comprehensive solution to bus connections should 
be included in the SPD to give residents access to a bus stop nearby and employees 
easy access to work. The inclusion of existing bus services into the heart of the 



WILTON PARK WATCH 
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Members: The Beaconsfield Society, Beaconsfield Old Town Residents Association, Beaconsfield 
Holtspur Football Club, Beaconsfield Churches Together and five Beaconsfield theatre groups 

Wilton Park development could increase service times and improve usage during 
commute periods.  

5.50 Improved access to sports, recreation and community facilities for Beaconsfield and 
WP residents should be a priority rather just an aspiration. 

5.51 Reducing traffic in Minerva Way to existing homes adjacent Park Lane and London 
Road is desirable but will do little to reduce the risks to pedestrians and cyclists 
wishing to access Wilton Park via Minerva Way. 

5.52 Pedestrian and cycling connections to/from Beaconsfield via Minerva Way must be 
improved regardless of the timing of any relief road. Safe passage across Park Lane is 
very important to effective cycle and pedestrian access to the site. 

5.57 New Community Facility – The SPD lack of definition is disappointing. The facility 
would be more of an attraction and aid integration with Beaconsfield if it also 
included, for example, a theatre and squash courts. Beaconsfield does not require 
another community hall that would provide further competition for the Curzon 
Centre. 

Section 6 

6.2 The reference to “high quality” here and elsewhere in the SPD is to be welcomed. 

6.4 The glaring omission from this list is the contextual impact of the development on 
the existing Infrastructure and plans to mitigate those impacts. 

6.6 Community building or buildings, see comments elsewhere on the nature of the 
proposed Community building. 
“clearly defined street hierarchy” is not a term in general parlance or understanding 
of consultees. 
Typo - missing ‘ in last bullet point. 

6.7 4 Storey building or buildings should be removed and replaced with development 
should not generally exceed 3 stories and may include a building of similar scale and 
height of the previous Manor House on the site. 

6.12 Bullet 4 is totally inadequate in describing the range and extent of residents’ 
concerns relating to the supporting infrastructure for the site, in particular: 

 Traffic in the case a relief road is built from Pyebush Roundabout to a point
on the A355 coincident with the development commencing

 Traffic in the case that this coincident relief road aspiration is not achieved

 Rail capacity at Beaconsfield station,

 pedestrian and cyclist safe pathways to be proven to be viable, practical and
funded
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Holtspur Football Club, Beaconsfield Churches Together and five Beaconsfield theatre groups 

 Affordable housing to be provided on site NOT elsewhere in SBDC by a
Section 106 payment in lieu.

 Sewerage and Household waste recognising recent failures in the town

 Power recognising recent failures in the town

 Education capacity

 Healthcare

 Emergency and Public services coverage

 Potable Water recognising existing challenges faced in SBDC in that regard.

6.13 Greater proportion of larger family dwelling needs further definition and constraint 
is required, 350 6 bed mansions may be profitable for the developer but would not 
enhance the community overall.  

6.14 It is our understanding that the SPD may provide additional detail but not change the 
Core Policy…. The inclusion of 250-350 homes appears to be a change to Core Policy 
and the previous 300 figure and wording should be retained in the SPD. 

6.19 There is a growing requirement to provide affordable housing in and around 
Beaconsfield.  Decent, honest, hardworking people such as postmen, teachers and 
nurses cannot afford to live in the Town where many of them work.  The Wilton Park 
development must provide a significant element of affordable housing on site in 
order, at least, to begin to address this issue. 

6.20 This section allowing a “buy out” should be removed based on comments in 6.19 
above. Wilton Park is a significant size with few constraints allowing any developer to 
fulfil the affordable housing obligations on site. 

6.24 Live – work units seem an excellent way to provide work opportunities within the 
development, these have clear sustainability benefits and encourage entrepreneurial 
activity in SBDC.  

6.25 Although a community hub is an important addition to the development, there are 
many community-shared spaces in Beaconsfield.  The contents and uses for this 
building should be considered in the wider SBDC and Beaconsfield context – and to 
fill a need, not duplicate existing facilities. 

6.26 Careful planning of the community hub should fill the gap in existing provision in the 
town.  Although arts and sport do not always mix, a well-designed building could well 
provide useful facilities for both the under provision of facilities in the arts arena 
whilst – this will only work if “the lowest common denominator” approach isn’t 
taken to this building. 

6.27 500-600 sq. m. of space seems to be unaccounted for the following points. 

.1 We assume this is a requirement of Inland Homes by the MOD to provide ATC 
accommodation that will be lost as part of the redevelopment of Wilton Park.  We do 
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not believe this fits in a definition of a community resource, moreover question if the 
community hub the most sensible location for the ATC. Synergies with the Scout 
community should be explored, also existing buildings nearby, such as the Curzon 
Centre or Beacon Centre. 

.2 – again if this a requirement of the redevelopment and more appropriate location 
for this facility should be explored.  Again – does this replace and increase the 
facilities on site and it is really a business building not a community resource per se. 

.3 – WPW fear this just another Curzon Centre, Fitzwilliam Centre and the like. The 
town should be given a building that fulfils an area that is lacking in SBDC.  Although 
the initial information says that many groups were approached to provide feedback, 
there is no apparent arts, music or theatre groups involvement in the discussions in 
this process. Another multipurpose building would threaten the existing multi-use 
buildings without improving the facilities in the town. There is a real danger that the 
Community hub becomes an unsustainable “White Elephant” that fails to attract 
patronage except by existing groups and Wilton Park residents. 

.4 – A sensible idea that can be incorporated into the design. Something definitely 
required, but again the lack of scope provided here doesn’t appear to address the 
community hub as a whole.  We question the size suggested for this element. We 
assume all the sizes quoted to be approximate and subject to detailed specification 
in both functionality and dimensions. 

.5 – This appears to be a very large office.  Without any other details we are 
struggling to understand what this includes: storage etc. or is it just offices, and is it 
for all operations within the community hub – shop etc.? 

.6 – We take this to mean a local 7/11 shop and coffee shop, that are both welcome. 
This is a commercial resource for the community but it doesn’t match our 
understanding as to what might constitute a “community hub”! Presenting it as such 
overstates the community benefit element of the SPD. 

Healthcare – WPW believe that the Wilton Park development is of a scale to prompt 
an holistic review of primary healthcare provision in Beaconsfield and SBDC to 
include accessibility and availability of resources. More thought should be put into 
this with NHS England engaged fully and providing formal input at the outline 
planning stage. See “consequences” in the summary above. 

6.28 The building should be sympathetic with the development but this could be a 
landmark building within the scope of the development – provided the contents and 
use match the design – a chance to stand out without being boring.  We don’t 
necessarily want “another two story retail unit”. 

6.29 Flexible parking is considered to be a requirement – however the envisaged 100 
parking spaces is wholly inadequate – even for the 300+ children, parents and 
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training staff who will descend on the sports fields each weekend.  If the community 
hub does become more theatre and arts orientated, the requirements for cast, crew 
and audience can be well in the region of 200 cars simultaneously.    Currently none 
of the existing facilities (except the major supermarkets in Beaconsfield or the 
Station) have the capability of currently handling that many cars. 
 
Arts/theatre and outside sports would more easily co-exist, as their requirements are 
predominately at different times of the day. 

 
 To put parking into context – Beaconsfield Station has 696 car parking spaces – 

almost all of which are fully utilised every day, and Old Beaconsfield has in the region 
of 425 – again parking is generally difficult the majority of the time. 
 
Shared parking with the Old Town could well work if a similar design and concept as 
Chichester’s north car park were adopted. There, for example, there the southern 
end provides access to the city centre and the northern end provides access to the 
theatres and sports fields. 

 
6.30 If the community hub is a community destination – with music, arts, theatre and the 

sports being sensibly incorporated (e.g. not a sports centre) and the A1/A3 use was 
aimed at facilities such as a restaurant or coffee shop that is part of the integral 
funding of the community hub, then that could help to sustain the viability of the 
venue.  A possible option, should the uses of the hub be specific enough, that a 
charitable management committee/company could well run the community hub on 
a community/not for profit basis whilst still ensuring the long term viability of the 
venue. 

 
6.31 The SPD does not mention retaining any of the sports or recreational facilities that 

are within the secure area of Wilton Park, this is inconsistent with Core Policy 14. 
WPW have not had access to the site but understand there are valuable existing 
buildings that have the potential to be economically refurbished and retained to 
deliver “fit for purpose”, up to date facilities to site residents and the wider 
community e.g. two theatres, squash courts, tennis courts. Theatre and arts 
provision in particular in South Bucks is lacking and to raze two existing theatres 
without a proper assessment seems wasteful in an extreme. We believe the SPD 
should leave decisions about the contents, structure or development of the 
community hub until a review involving all interested parties is completed together 
with a clear plan for the sustainability of the community hub. 

 
6.32 All good – the community hub, with an integral food outlet/coffee shop can be the 

meeting place for users of the wider site to meet and enjoy socialising – a place to 
go, before using the wider green spaces and facilities that Wilton Park could offer. 

 
6.33 Good. 
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6.34 The current provision of 2 hectares is equivalent to what is being used today for 
football and is too small for the current demand. Furthermore, additional homes will 
lead to more children wishing to join. WPW believe it sensible to plan to provide 
additional space within the scheme. 

6.35 Parking allocated to public areas on site seem to be wholly inadequate – yes there is 
an assumption that more people will cycle – but this tends not to happen – and if 
allowances are being made for out-of-old-town-parking – will there be any space left 
for Wilton Park users. 

6.36 will this be held in trust – or guaranteed by a long-term peppercorn lease or similar 
mechanism? 

6.37.. Good 
Overall comments about the community hub: 
The proposed plans leave more questions than provides answers.  The definition 
provided does not allow for a useful discussion as to the requirements of the wider 
Beaconsfield community, with which the new development in Beaconsfield must 
integrate.  The proposals seem to provide yet another run-of-the-mill venue, that 
doesn’t provide enough substantive information to fully respond to. 

For clarity’s sake, the split between true commercial aspects of the “community hub” 
– such as the potential retail space – needs to be addressed.

It appears that no real review has happened to establish whether existing 
Beaconsfield facilities fulfil the needs of the town and wider SBDC, and how this 
community hub fits into the wider requirements – rather than just answer those 
requirements directly impacted by the Wilton Park development – such as the 
requirement to provide ATC accommodation, to allow the existing nursery to 
continue trading and that sports are not unduly impacted.    

1.12 in the brief states that ‘From late 2012 through to early 2013 a range of local 
stakeholders (including community and interest groups) were consulted.‘  It appears 
that this did not include any of the arts, music or theatre groups who either bear 
Beaconsfield in its name or consider Beaconsfield to be its home. 

6.46 WPW has no opinion as to the merits or otherwise of the challenge made to the 
MOD disposal process that we understand focuses on access to the site and a 
potential relief road. 
We note that 6.46 seems to be a modification of the Core Policy document. The SPD 
seems to exclude alternative access and now definitively states that access must be 
north off the Pyebush Roundabout. 

6.49 Whilst we support the objectives and motives regarding the access road, its nature 
and permeability, there was considerable skepticism at the WPW Open Meeting and 
in comments as to whether this could be achieved. Concerns related to safety for 
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pedestrians and cyclists on a relief road taking 20000 traffic movement a day, up to 
3000 an hour at peak times. 

6.50 Vehicular access provision for access to the pond by Fishing club members will be 
needed as well as residents. 
The one way nature of the bus access proposal is totally unacceptable on a number 
of levels, Wilton Park residents and visitors will have to get off and on the bus at 
differing stops for a simple trip to and from the town or to and from Slough. One of 
the stops will be a long distance from the work opportunities, community hub and 
many of the houses, the financial viability of such a route seems challenging to say 
the least. 

6.52 London End roundabout improvements are crucial for pedestrian, cyclist AND 
vehicular traffic in either the scenario that the relief is constructed coincident with 
the development, or in the case that it is not. 

6.60 The statement SBDC will “seek to avoid a development layout that creates a 
separate, gated community” is welcome but should be stronger to reflect residents’ 
feedback at consultation and WPW Open meeting. Suggested wording “…. Will not 
accept a…” 

6.64 2 to 3 storey buildings excepting a single building of similar scale and height to the 
previous Manor House on the site. 

6.73 SPD needs to reinforce that the development should conform to a cohesive and 
consistent, but uniform design across the site. WPW has a concern that different 
developers ultimately take the various sections of the site with different objectives 
and styles to the detriment of the site as a whole. 

6.75 WPW welcome the commitments to current standards but ask whether aspirations 
for the site could and should be set higher? 

6.77 Grey water usage is explicit for the Non-domestic buildings, and one hopes this is 
included in the domestic standards referenced as well. 

6.74 
– 6.80 WPW see benefits for the developer, SBDC, future Wilton Park residents and the

community from a demonstrably “better than the minimum current standard” 
sustainability. 

Section 7 

7.1 The proposals should come forward as a single outline planning application.... This is 
to ensure that the planning authorities and the public consider the totality of the 
proposals and their total impact on the surrounding area. 

7.2 The following should be added at the end of this section: 
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“The application will specifically address the upgrading of capacity for all utilities 
within the Beaconsfield area resulting from the expected added load from the 
Wilton Park development.” This is to enshrine the requirement that all necessary 
capacity upgrades of utilities must be addressed and secured at the whole-site 
outline planning application stage. 

7.3 The following should be added at the end of this section: 
 “The Phasing and Delivery Strategy will undertake that all building and 
infrastructure works resulting from the outline planning application shall have 
been completed within a five-year period starting from the grant of permission for 
the first full planning application.” This is to ensure that development of this 
strategic site and the fulfillment of the requirements of the Core Strategy is not 
open-ended, so that the benefits of the site can be realized quickly and that the 
burden of the construction phase is time-limited. 

7.4 Please can the following be added to the sentence’ Planning Permission will only be 
granted………….acceptable in planning terms’: “both within the site and throughout 
Beaconsfield generally.” The SPD deals comprehensively with aspects and 
considerations within the Wilton Park site, but inadequately with aspects outwith 
the site where impact and consequences will be greatest. This is to extend the 
formal planning requirements to include solutions to out-of-site impacts with the 
same level of rigour as in-site. 
Also, for the purposes of unequivocal guidance, please add the following to the end 
of this subsection: “ This includes the provision of infrastructure which is the 
responsibility of or is under the controlling authority of SBDC, BCC and/or Central 
Government Departments and Agencies.” 

7.10 The following should be added at the end of this section: “The developer is required 
to recognise that full planning approval will not be granted unless irrevocable 
commitments from BCC education authorities for the timely provision of additional 
capacity in Beaconsfield commensurate with the needs of the additional 
population arising in the Wilton Park site are obtained.” This is to ensure that the 
added educational capacity is actually in place concurrently with the added demands 
created by the Wilton Park occupants, rather than just the funding commitment 
from the developer which by itself does not educate anyone. 

7.11 The following should be added at the end of this section: “The developer is required 
to recognise that full planning approval will not be granted unless irrevocable 
commitments from healthcare authorities for the timely provision of additional 
capacity in Beaconsfield commensurate with the needs of the additional 
population arising in the Wilton Park site are obtained.” This is to ensure that the 
added local and district healthcare capacity is actually in place concurrently with the 
added demands created by the Wilton Park occupants. 

7.19 Under item 3, please extend the requirement as follows: “[Overall scale and massing 
of new buildings], together with tables of proposed dwelling sizes by numbers of 
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bedrooms and by apartment, terraced, semi-detached and detached format. This 
requirement is mandatory because these dwelling profiles directly dictate 
infrastructure, utilities and supporting services demands to be met within the town 
of Beaconsfield and surrounding areas.” This addition is strongly requested as so 
much of the out-of-site impact, prerequisites, capacities, essential services and 
integration depend hugely on the occupancy profile of the developments within the 
site. We consider that the lack of such tables is a big omission even at the SPD stage, 
but must not be left later than the whole-site outline masterplan. There is an 
opportunity here for SBDC to indicate to developers within the SPD some of the key 
profile ratios that would in its judgement fulfil the aims of the Core Strategy most 
closely. 

7.24 
Under item 8, please extend the requirement as follows : “[Transport and Travel 
Plan], supported by a Beaconsfield-wide traffic survey and ten-year predictions.” 
There appears to be little in the Draft SPD relating to traffic survey data. The impact 
and capacity/convenience requirements are not just in London End, not avoided in 
the New Town, not solved by a relief road, and will not remain static over a long 
period due to population and transport evolution and preferences. All major 
transport projects take a long time to be developed, consulted upon, funded and 
completed, so the Draft SPD must explicitly take a holistic and long-term account of 
the potential issues and remedial options.  

Our biggest single concern is traffic impact.  WPW believes that insufficient research 
and traffic survey data has been collected to provide a sustainable long term solution 
to the traffic problems in Beaconsfield especially  at London End, from the WP 
development and probably for predicted through traffic for the HS2 project.   

Until the traffic issues are properly approached and a solution in place 
development on site should not start.  A relief road if recommended needs to be 
completed in full. 

WPW Committee 
28 February 2014 

Keith Bowyer Beaconsfield Holtspur Football Club 
Tony Bristow – The Beaconsfield Society 

John Brown – Beaconsfield Old Town Residents Association 
Mike Elliott - The Beaconsfield Society 

Debbie Marsden – The Beaconsfield Society 
Deborah Sanders – Beaconsfield Churches Together 

Sandy Saunders – Resident and Founder of WPW 
Laurence Smaje - The Beaconsfield Society 

Graham Southgate – Beaconsfield Theatre Groups 



28th February 2014 

The Planning Policy Team 
Capswood 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
UB9 4LH. 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District Council’s 
draft SPD. 

Included in the consultation document is the provision of new sports pitches and changing 
facilities within the Community ‘Hub’.  As Beaconsfield Holtspur FC currently use the existing 
football pitches, the expectation is that these new facilities will be used by them.  

At the same time Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Squash Club are also discussing 
a proposal to develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their facilities up to modern 
standards. 

Consequently, there seems a huge opportunity for the Council to consider the potential 
development of a single facility for all three Clubs. The combined membership and 
resources of all three clubs would provide the facility with greater utilisation and strong 
financial sustainability for many years to come.   

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non-profit making and exist purely for the 
benefit of the people of the Beaconsfield area) provide high quality sporting opportunities 
for hundreds of Beaconsfield residents (especially children). This is a once in a lifetime 
opportunity to provide the residents (and future generations) with first class facilities to 
develop these sports even further. 

Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that the 
Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a review to find a way of developing a 
joint clubhouse facility which is more financially sustainable and will be to the greater 
benefit of current and future generations of Beaconsfield residents. 

Yours faithfully, 

Lesley J Brosnan 
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PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent     A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Simon Iley 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

3 
6. 

28 
59 

3.24 
6.46-> 

Seems to be some conflict in requiring the accesss road to be 
the start of the A355 relief road as well as having a 'street' 
character. This ambiguity may well allow the developer to 
avoid contributing to the relief road. As the proposed 
development will generate more traffic along this corridor, 
ensuring the developer contributes should be part of any 
planning conditions - so the rate / tax payer doesn't shoulder 
the entire burden.    



28 February 2014 

The Planning Policy Team 
Capswood 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
UB9 4LH. 

ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District Council’s 
draft SPD. 

Included in the consultation document is the provision of new sports pitches and changing 
facilities within the Community ‘Hub’.  As Beaconsfield Holtspur FC currently use the 
existing football pitches, the expectation is that these new facilities will be used by them.  

At the same time Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Squash Club are also discussing 
a proposal to develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their facilities up to modern 
standards. 

Consequently, there seems a huge opportunity for the Council to consider the potential 
development of a single facility for all three Clubs. The combined membership and 
resources of all three clubs would provide the facility with greater utilisation and strong 
financial sustainability for many years to come. 

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non profit making and exist purely for the benefit 
of the people of the Beaconsfield area) provide high quality sporting opportunities for 
hundreds of Beaconsfield residents (especially children). This is a once in a lifetime 
opportunity to provide the residents (and future generations) with first class facilities to 
develop these sports even further. 

Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that the 
Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a review to find a way of developing a 
joint clubhouse facility which is more financially sustainable and will be to the greater 
benefit of current and future generations of Beaconsfield residents. Whilst we recognise 
that the SPD relates only to land within the Opportunity site boundary, we think that the 
authority should encourage and enable more lateral thinking where opportunities may exist 
that will benefit the wider community. This may result in some areas of land that are 
currently set within the Green Belt being accepted as development opportunities when 
considered as Exceptions Cases benefitting the Community. 

Yours faithfully, 

Donald Whittick 
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PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Historian interested in the future of the Wilton Park site. 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 

L Richards
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

As a historical researcher and author, I would like to highlight 
the importance of the Wilton Park site in relation to 
intelligence history in the Second World War and beyond. In 
particular the significance of Shean Block which was home to 
MI9 and IS9 – the clandestine escape and evasion department.  
MI9 was responsible for the training of Allied servicemen in 
escape and evasion techniques so that  servicemen who found 
themselves behind enemy lines, for example the aircrew from 
a shot-down RAF bomber, had the means and knowledge to 
avoid capture and then to make their way back to neutral 
territory. Very many evaders were assisted in their journey 
home by ‘escape lines’, as previously portrayed in the well-
respected 1970’s BBC drama series “Secret Army”.   
Allied servicemen were supplied by MI9 with various disguised 
devices to assist evasion and escape from POW camps 
including such things as miniature compasses concealed in 
brass uniform buttons, maps of Europe printed on silk, and 
special flying boots that could be converted into civilian shoes 
and waistcoat, with a saw concealed in the boot laces. All 
these devices were conceived at Wilton Park. The escape 
devices were also concealed in packages sent to Prisoner of 
War camps in Occupied Europe. Maps, money and forged 
identity documents were hidden in gramophone records, 
Monopoly board games and chess sets. 
MI9 also conducted the invaluable task of supporting British 
and Commonwealth POW’s morale through the posting of 
coded newsletters to camps. In return they received unique 
human intelligence through coded correspondence with 
prisoners. 
An offshoot of MI9 known as MI19 gathered incredibly valuable 
human intelligence through the interrogation and secret 
bugging of German high-ranking officers down to the lower 
ranks. Wilton Park was one of the sites that these activities 
took place. It was from these bugged conversations that we 
were able to discover many details of German secret weapon 
development and the perpetration of atrocities against the 
Jewish community and Eastern Europeans. 
As the Second World War drew to a close, Wilton Park was 
used for the re-education of German Prisoners of Wars and to 
teach them the ways of democracy, so helping to secure a 
peaceful post-war Europe. 
The site continued to be used by the Ministry of Defence 
especially in regard to its language school. 
Both in the interests of the local community and for wider 
British history, something of Wilton Park’s past should be 
preserved and its story told. The preservation and restoration 
of Shean block, the only remaining Second World War 
structure, should be a critical requirement of any 



Section Page Paragraph Comments 

redevelopment plan. It could be used as a centre piece for 
explaining the contribution played by human intelligence in 
winning the Second World War and its continuing importance 
in preserving our national security during the Cold War and 
today. 



PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent     A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Hilary Zayed 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

6 64 6.46 It is essential that the access road is built first so that 
construction vehices do not have to use MInerva Way and the 
small roundabout  in the Old Town 
Paragraph 6.50 Retaining MInerva way for the resisdents at the 
end and closing the rest to form a pedestrian and cycle route 
is a very good idea , with the proviision of crossing facilities at 
the roundabout it is unnescessary to build a further footpath 
to Candle mas lane. 
Paragraph 6.57 Using Minerva Way as a bus route would work if 
it could be closed to other vehicular users. As an open route it 
would be easy   to drive down it and further increase 
congestion at the already very busy roundabout in the Old 
Town 



PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

S Wall 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

7.9-
7.10 

3.23 
and 
3.24 

7.10-
7.11 

6.56 

70 

27 
and 
28 

70 

61 

7.9-7.10 

3.23 and 
3.24 

7.10-7.11 

6.56 

 The Wilton Park development is likely to bring in the region of 
300-600 school age children to the area. Local primary schools 
are already over-subscribed and I do not understand how the 
council expects the local schools to meet the extra capacity. I 
believe that a new primary school is required to be built on 
the site and must be a stipulated condition of the 
development. Also, a clear proposal needs to be made on how 
the council intends to provide extra capacity at local senior 
schools which are also over-subscribed. A development cannot 
go ahead without proper provision for education which must 
be developed in consultation with the local community, the 
promised of "Section 106 contributions" is not a satisfactory 
proposal.  

I am very happy for a relief road to be built as long as due 
consideration has been taken as to traffic flows to and from 
the new and old towns. I am concerned that the current 
proposal will create more traffic in the new town with drivers 
trying to get to the relief road. I also believe that there will be 
an increase of traffic through the town due to the lack of 
immenities on the wilton Park Estate which needs to be 
addressed.  I do however see the great need for a relief road 
and therefore would like the development to be granted on 
this basis. 

The planned development will cause considerable strain on the 
resources in both the Old and New Town. In tems of schools, 
healthcare, supermarkets, restaurants, pubs and other 
services. The residents of Wilton Park will need to come into 
Beaconsfield to use these facilities (as none are planned on 
site). This will also cause considerably more local traffic 
(which is in no way addressed by a Relief Road) and strain on 
car parking facilities.  The Wilton Park development needs to 
be improved  to include such needs (schools, doctors, shopping 
facility) so that traffic growth is kept to a mimum, OR the 
whole infrastructure of Beaconsfield needs to be improved in 
order to cope with an extra 900+ residents. The Simpson 
Centre Doctors in the new town does not have adequate 
parking facilities to accomodate more patients. 

The document mentions cycle paths and bus routes to the 
station but does not discuss how the train service needs to be 
improved (the platform and trains are already over-crowded) 
or how the station car park needs to be extended (the 
majority of Wilton Park residents travelling by train will drive 
to the station). Again, a development of this size requires 
consideration of how the existing infrastructure needs to be 
improved, something that is lacking from the proposal. I think 



Section Page Paragraph Comments 

better facilities should be made available at seer green station 
and wilton park residence encouraged to travel to that station 
which will mitigate increase in traffic through beaconsfield. 



28th February 2014 

The Planning Policy Team 

Capswood 

Oxford Road 

Denham 

UB9 4LH. 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District 

Council’s draft SPD. My son is a member of Beaconsfield Cricket Club and our family 

are regular users of shopping and leisure facilities in Beaconsfield. 

Included in the consultation document is the provision of new sports pitches and 

changing facilities within the Community ‘Hub’. I understand that Beaconsfield 

Holtspur FC currently use the existing football pitches, the expectation is that these 

new facilities will be used by them.  

At the same time Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Squash Club are also 

discussing a proposal to develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their 

facilities up to modern standards. 

Consequently, there seems a huge opportunity for the Council to consider the 

potential development of a single facility for all three Clubs. The combined 

membership and resources of all three clubs would provide the facility with greater 
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utilisation and strong financial sustainability for many years to come. 

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non profit making and exist purely for 

the benefit of the people of the Beaconsfield area) provide high quality sporting 

opportunities for hundreds of Beaconsfield residents (especially children). This is a 

once in a lifetime opportunity to provide the residents (and future generations) with 

first class facilities to develop these sports even further. 

Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that 

the Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a review to find a way of 

developing a joint clubhouse facility which is more financially sustainable and will be 

to the greater benefit of current and future generations of Beaconsfield residents 

With reference to the wider plan I am very supportive of the proposal to provide 

access from the Pyebush Roundabout through Wilton Park to a new Relief Rd to 

reduce current congestion. I would also be keen on improved walking and cycle 

access to and around the site particularly if a way could be found to link with Potkiln 

Lane.  

Yours faithfully, 

Ian Collison 



WILTON PARK OPPORTUNITY SITE – RESPONSE TO SPD FOR SBDC 

Traffic,Potential Relief Road, London End 
The co-running of the A355 with the A40 renders the small roundabout at the 
beginning of London End a severely congested junction at peak times totalling 
up to 4 hours a day Monday to Friday.  Much of the car traffic is heading away 
from Beaconsfield.  The traffic approaching Beaconsfield from the East at busy 
times can cause London End traffic to back up as far as and sometimes further 
than the central roundabout in Old Beaconsfield.  Similarly traffic approaching 
Beaconsfield from the East can back up all the way to Pyebush roundabout. 

The A355 is a major cross-country route for heavy commercial vehicles.  Some 
of these vehicles exceed 40 tons with six axles, and cause considerable wear 
on the road surface as they turn the roundabout.  Furthermore, if they have no 
business in Beaconsfield their journeys can be badly delayed at busy times 
adding to the cost of the goods they carry. 

I live in Lakes Lane and often can only exit to the A40 through the considerate 
nature of other passing vehicle drivers.  When approaching from Amersham I 
am forced to drive round three sides of a square via Windsor End  to enter 
Lakes Lane at the Southern end.  It would alleviate this wasteful travel if Lakes 
Lane had an entry and exit directly on the roundabout.  This would also relieve 
the London End congestion which occurs daily. 

If Minerva Way is not wide enough for two-way traffic, why not widen it? 

For all the above reasons a relief road is of paramount importance to take all 
through traffic away from the town.  It would also enable Wilton Park residents 
to get access to the New Town without going through the Old Town. 

Integration between Town and Wilton Park 
I understand that Wilton Park was built on what originally was Green Belt land. 
It has been suggested, though I feel not discussed, that the 'Wilton Park 
Development' could be built alongside the Park Lane/Amersham Road instead. 
I believe this could be achieved by a 'land swap' of Green Belt land. 

I suggest it is unlikely that the buildings in the 'secure area' would be part of the 
housing development.  So only the area containing these buildings would need 
to be 'swapped'.  The remaining land in the secure areas could stay as it is.   

The result would facilitate the integration of the development with the Town, 
and avoid many of the infrastructure problems attracted trying to achieve 
integration. 

Community Hub 
In the same way as Holtspur has community services, so the new Wilton Park 
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needs one to serve the likely population upwards of 1500 residents.  It should 
include essential retail outlets for food, papers, chemist, a surgery, possibly a 
community hall.  All this would still be required even if built next to the 
Amersham Road.  A suggested positioning of it is adjacent Minerva Way so as 
to serve both parts of the site. 

Development Layout    
Following the spirit of Core Policy 14 it makes sense to build at least half of the 
site next to the Amersham Road.  It would be served by the new road from 
Pyebush past the existing Wilton Park housing, across Minerva Way and 
continue North to join the A355 either at Maxwell Road, or better still cross the 
railway at a new bridge to the junction with Ledborough Lane/Longbottom 
Lane, taking all non-Beaconsfield traffic away from the town. 

The existing buildings in the secure area not used for housing would be cleared 
and become Green Belt. 

See also Further Comments below. 

Ambiguities, omissions and loopholes 
One of the greatest omissions is a swimming pool.  This has been a wish of 
residents for decades, and now is an opportunity. 

Although the current proposal is to build 300-350 homes, there is s strong 
likelihood that in the course of time the pressure to build more homes in the 
area will lead to more adjacent land being acquired for development.  This 
makes the case even stronger for the provision of proper infrastructure and a 
community hub. 

Further Comments 
The suggested alternative layout plan would: 

 mitigate the traffic impact on the present road structure
 assist the integration of the development with the town
 improve communications with the old and new towns
 release the current 'secure areas' for recreation and community hub with

access either from Pyebush or Maxwell Road,

It is recognised this plan would require: (following current government thinking 
about flexible use of green belt) 

 whatever legal process is necessary concerning green belt land
 government money from an infrastructure fund towards the cost of the

relief road.



28 February 2014 

The Planning Policy Team 
Capswood 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
UB9 4LH. 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District Council’s 
draft SPD. 

Included in the consultation document is the provision of new sports pitches and changing 
facilities within the Community ‘Hub’.  As Beaconsfield Holtspur FC currently use the 
existing football pitches, the expectation is that these new facilities will be used by them.  

At the same time Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Squash Club are also 
discussing a proposal to develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their facilities up to 
modern standards. 

Consequently, there seems a huge opportunity for the Council to consider the potential 
development of a single facility for all three Clubs. The combined membership and resources 
of all three clubs would provide the facility with greater utilisation and strong financial 
sustainability for many years to come. 

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non profit making and exist purely for the benefit 
of the people of the Beaconsfield area) provide high quality sporting opportunities for 
hundreds of Beaconsfield residents (especially children). This is a once in a lifetime 
opportunity to provide the residents (and future generations) with first class facilities to 
develop these sports even further. 
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Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that the 
Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a review to find a way of developing a 
joint clubhouse facility which is more financially sustainable and will be to the greater benefit 
of current and future generations of Beaconsfield residents. Whilst we recognise that the SPD 
relates only to land within the Opportunity site boundary, we think that the authority should 
encourage and enable more lateral thinking where opportunities may exist that will benefit 
the wider community. This may result in some areas of land that are currently set within the 
Green Belt being accepted as development opportunities when considered as Exceptions 
Cases benefitting the Community. 

Yours faithfully, 

Eileen Daniel 



28 February 2014 

The Planning Policy Team 
Capswood 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
UB9 4LH. 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District Council’s 
draft SPD. 

Included in the consultation document is the provision of new sports pitches and changing 
facilities within the Community ‘Hub’.  As Beaconsfield Holtspur FC currently use the 
existing football pitches, the expectation is that these new facilities will be used by them.  

At the same time Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Squash Club are also 
discussing a proposal to develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their facilities up to 
modern standards. 

Consequently, there seems a huge opportunity for the Council to consider the potential 
development of a single facility for all three Clubs. The combined membership and resources 
of all three clubs would provide the facility with greater utilisation and strong financial 
sustainability for many years to come. 

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non profit making and exist purely for the benefit 
of the people of the Beaconsfield area) provide high quality sporting opportunities for 
hundreds of Beaconsfield residents (especially children). This is a once in a lifetime 
opportunity to provide the residents (and future generations) with first class facilities to 
develop these sports even further. 
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Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that the 
Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a review to find a way of developing a 
joint clubhouse facility which is more financially sustainable and will be to the greater benefit 
of current and future generations of Beaconsfield residents. Whilst we recognise that the SPD 
relates only to land within the Opportunity site boundary, we think that the authority should 
encourage and enable more lateral thinking where opportunities may exist that will benefit 
the wider community. This may result in some areas of land that are currently set within the 
Green Belt being accepted as development opportunities when considered as Exceptions 
Cases benefitting the Community. 

Yours faithfully, 

Tara Daniel 



28 February 2014 

The Planning Policy Team 
Capswood 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
UB9 4LH. 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District Council’s 
draft SPD. 

Included in the consultation document is the provision of new sports pitches and changing 
facilities within the Community ‘Hub’.  As Beaconsfield Holtspur FC currently use the 
existing football pitches, the expectation is that these new facilities will be used by them.  

At the same time Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Squash Club are also 
discussing a proposal to develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their facilities up to 
modern standards. 

Consequently, there seems a huge opportunity for the Council to consider the potential 
development of a single facility for all three Clubs. The combined membership and resources 
of all three clubs would provide the facility with greater utilisation and strong financial 
sustainability for many years to come. 

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non profit making and exist purely for the benefit 
of the people of the Beaconsfield area) provide high quality sporting opportunities for 
hundreds of Beaconsfield residents (especially children). This is a once in a lifetime 
opportunity to provide the residents (and future generations) with first class facilities to 
develop these sports even further. 
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Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that the 
Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a review to find a way of developing a 
joint clubhouse facility which is more financially sustainable and will be to the greater benefit 
of current and future generations of Beaconsfield residents. Whilst we recognise that the SPD 
relates only to land within the Opportunity site boundary, we think that the authority should 
encourage and enable more lateral thinking where opportunities may exist that will benefit 
the wider community. This may result in some areas of land that are currently set within the 
Green Belt being accepted as development opportunities when considered as Exceptions 
Cases benefitting the Community. 

Yours faithfully, 

Doreen Daniel 



PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

AKM Bristow 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 

179



Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

2 

5 

6 

6 

6 

7 

7 

7 

20 

48 

52 

54 

62-
68 

69 

69 

69 

2.41 

5.44 

6.7 

6.19 

6.60-6.74 

7.1 

7.2 

7.3 

The owner of the 'land in private ownership' should be 
identified (with his permission) 

This para should require that access off the Pyebush 
roundabout should lead to the first stage of a future relief 
road, but should explicitly permit an additional access point 
from the A40 East 

Please rule out 4-storey buildings for any purpose other than 
exclusively affordable housing 

In the final sentence, change 'significant' to 'very high'. This is 
to make abumndantly clear to a developer that all or almost 
all the scale of affordable housing should be proviuded on-site 
rather than elsewhere in South Bucks. It should be noted that 
Affordable Housing was ranked #5 on the response preferences 
from the 2103 consultation. 

This development layout seems eminently sensible. An outline 
planning application should include conformance with this 
layout even if it also submits an additional different layout for 
consideration in parallel. 

The anticipation should expressly state a single outline 
planning application.... (so that the full development strategy 
is visible from day one and that its impacts and assurances can 
be assessed in the whole not by creeping instalments) 

The following should be added at the end of this section: 
“The application will specifically address the upgrading of 
capacity for all utilities within the Beaconsfield area resulting 
from the expected added load from the Wilton Park 
development.” This is to enshrine the requirement that all 
necessary capacity upgrades of utilities must be addressed and 
secured at the whole-site outline planning application stage. 

The following should be added at the end of this section: 
 “The Phasing and Delivery Strategy will undertake that all 
building and infrastructure works resulting from the outline 
planning application shall have been completed within a five-
year period starting from the grant of permission for the first 
full planning application.” This is to ensure that development 
of this strategic site and the fulfillment of the requirements of 
the Core Strategy is not open-ended, so that the benefits of 
the site can be realised quickly and that the burden of the 
construction phase is time-limited. 



Section Page Paragraph Comments 

7 

7 

7 

7 

69 

70 

71 

72 

7.4 

7.10 

7.11 

7.19 

Please can the following be added to the sentence’ Planning 
Permission will only be granted………….acceptable in planning 
terms’: “both within the site and throughout Beaconsfield 
generally.”  
The SPD deals comprehensively with aspects and 
considerations within the Wilton Park site, but inadequately 
with aspects outwith the site where impact and consequences 
will be greatest. This is to extend the formal planning 
requirements to include solutions to out-of-site impacts with 
the same level of rigour as in-site. 

Also, for the purposes of unequivocal guidance, please 
add the following to the end of this subsection: “ This includes 
the provision of infrastructure which is the responsibility of or 
is under the controlling authority of SBDC, BCC and/or Central 
Government Departments and Agencies.” 

The following should be added at the end of this section: “The 
developer is required to recognise that full planning approval 
will not be granted unless irrevocable commitments from BCC 
education authorities for the timely provision of additional 
capacity in Beaconsfield commensurate with the needs of the 
additional population arising in the Wilton Park site are 
obtained.”  
This is to ensure that the added educational capacity is 
actually in place concurrently with the added demands 
created by the Wilton Park occupants, rather than just the 
funding commitment from the developer which by itself does 
not educate anyone. 

The following should be added at the end of this section: “The 
developer is required to recognise that full planning approval 
will not be granted unless irrevocable commitments from 
healthcare authorities for the timely provision of additional 
capacity in Beaconsfield commensurate with the needs of the 
additional population arising in the Wilton Park site are 
obtained.”  
This is to ensure that the added local and district healthcare 
capacity is actually in place concurrently with the added 
demands created by the Wilton Park occupants. 

Under item 3, please extend the requirement as follows: 
“[Overall scale and massing of 
new buildings], together with tables of proposed dwelling sizes 
by numbers of bedrooms and by apartment, terraced, semi-
detached and detached format. This requirement is mandatory 
because these dwelling profiles directly dictate infrastructure, 
utilities and supporting services demands to be met within the 
town of Beaconsfield and surrounding areas.”  
This addition is strongly requested as so much of the out-of-
site impact, prerequisites, capacities, essential services and 
integration depend hugely on the occupancy profile of the 
developments within the site. We consider that the lack of 
such tables is a big omission even at the SPD stage, but must 



Section Page Paragraph Comments 

7 73 7.24 

not be left later than the whole-site outline masterplan. There 
is an opportunity here for SBDC to indicate to developers 
within the SPD some of the key profile ratios that would in its 
judgement fulfil the aims of the Core Strategy most closely. 

Under item 8, please extend the requirement as follows : 
“[Transport and Travel Plan], supported by a Beaconsfield-
wide traffic survey and ten-year predictions and taking into 
account the effects of HS2 construction.” There appears to be 
little in the Draft SPD relating to traffic survey data. The 
impact and capacity/convenience requirements are not just in 
London End, not avoided in the New Town, not solved by a 
relief road, and will not remain static over a long period due 
to population and transport evolution and preferences. All 
major transport projects take a long time to be developed, 
consulted upon, funded and completed, so the Draft SPD must 
explicitly take a holistic and long-term account of the 
potential issues and remedial options.  



28/02/2014 

The Planning Policy Team 
Capswood 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
UB9 4LH. 

ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District Council’s 
draft SPD. 

Included in the consultation document is the provision of new sports pitches and changing 
facilities within the Community ‘Hub’.  As Beaconsfield Holtspur FC currently use the existing 
football pitches, the expectation is that these new facilities will be used by them.  

At the same time Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Squash Club are also discussing 
a proposal to develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their facilities up to modern 
standards. 

Consequently, there seems a huge opportunity for the Council to consider the potential 
development of a single facility for all three Clubs. The combined membership and 
resources of all three clubs would provide the facility with greater utilisation and strong 
financial sustainability for many years to come. 

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non profit making and exist purely for the benefit 
of the people of the Beaconsfield area) provide high quality sporting opportunities for 
hundreds of Beaconsfield residents (especially children). This is a once in a lifetime 
opportunity to provide the residents (and future generations) with first class facilities to 
develop these sports even further. 

Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that the 
Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a review to find a way of developing a 
joint clubhouse facility which is more financially sustainable and will be to the greater 
benefit of current and future generations of Beaconsfield residents. Whilst we recognise 
that the SPD relates only to land within the Opportunity site boundary, we think that the 
authority should encourage and enable more lateral thinking where opportunities may exist 
that will benefit the wider community. This may result in some areas of land that are 
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currently set within the Green Belt being accepted as development opportunities when 
considered as Exceptions Cases benefitting the Community. 

Yours faithfully, 

Ailsa and Michael McLaughlin
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Planning Policy Team  
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood  
Denham  
Buckinghamshire  
UB9 4LH 

By email only 
28th February 2014 

Response to Wilton Park SPD consultation 

Thank you for consulting the Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife 
Trust. As a wildlife organisation our comments will be restricted to matters associated 
with the protection and enhancement of biodiversity. 

Certain aspects of our concerns are dealt with more thoroughly by the 
Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) Ecology Advisor’s comments that are within 
the Buckinghamshire County Council response to this SPD. We fully support the BCC 
Ecology Advisor’s response. Where stated, reference should be made to that response 
for further details. 

Net gain in biodiversity 

The NPPF requires that developments “minimise impacts on biodiversity and provide a 
net gain in biodiversity where possible”. There is no doubt that it should be possible for 
this development to provide a net gain in biodiversity. This is recognised by Core Policy 
14 which states that the Wilton Park site should ‘…deliver a net gain in biodiversity 
resources’. At present this does not come across well in the SPD, with the closest 
statement being:  
Section 5.26: ‘…Development of the site should protect and, where practicable, 
enhance significant habitats.’  This is not sufficient because: 

1. It does not recognise that Core Policy 14 has already committed to a net gain,
2. The statement is limited to existing “significant habitats” rather than assessing

opportunities for net biodiversity gain with respect to the entire site.
The absence of a clear commitment at present to a net gain in biodiversity resulting 
from any development is a serious omission which needs to be rectified. Any planning 
application on the site should consider using the DEFRA biodiversity offsetting metrics 
as a guide to assessing what needs to be done to achieve a net gain in biodiversity.  

Protection of ancient woodland 

The BCC Ecology Advisor response notes that the proposed “enhanced ecological 
area” to the south of the site provides a valuable buffer to the ancient woodland in the 
far south of the site. We support their view that more needs to be done in other parts of 
the site in the form of “enhanced ecological areas” to provide significant buffers to other 
areas of ancient woodland that are bordering the site.  

College Lake 
Upper Icknield Way 
Bulbourne 
Tring 
HP23 5QG 
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Applications should also consider how new planting and landscaping schemes better 
connect the areas of ancient woodland in order to meet the Lawton principles of ‘more, 
bigger, better and joined up’ habitats in line with the Biodiversity 2020 strategy. The 
protection of ancient woodland areas from damage resulting from recreation should 
also be considered more thoroughly. This matter is dealt with in detail in the BCC 
Ecology Advisor response.  

Biodiversity in the built environment 

In addition to areas dedicated to biodiversity on the site, any planning application on 
the site should be required to provide opportunities for biodiversity within the built 
environment. These should include features such as bat and bird boxes built into the 
fabric of homes, particularly on areas bordering green space. The biodiversity value of 
recreational areas should also be maximised, for example by the provision of species-
rich grassland with an appropriate infrequent mowing regime on the borders of sports 
pitches. 

Further details on some of the above are contained in: 

“Biodiversity Positive: Eco-Towns Biodiversity Worksheet, produced by the Town and 
Country Planning Association, Communities and Local Government, and Natural 
England.” This is downloadable from: 
http://www.tcpa.org.uk/data/files/biodiversity.pdf  

Biodiversity benefits from SUDS 

As well as providing flood control SUDS can provide significant biodiversity value if 
biodiversity is taken into account in the design, construction and management of SUDS 
features. This should be required of any development. Examples include: 

Green and brown rooves; 
Detention basins and swales that can be planted with wildflower rich grassland; 
Reinforced permeable surface for car parks and drives that can also provide 
wildflower habitat. 

Confusion over tree assessments with respect to biodiversity 

There is some confusion in the Ecology section paragraphs 2.33 and 2.34 as, despite 
being the Ecology section, it appears to assess trees in terms of their landscape and  
character value as opposed to their ecological value. This issue is dealt with in much 
more detail by the BCC Ecology Advisor’s response within the BCC response and we 
refer you to their response for further details.  

Biodiversity Mitigation and Enhancement Strategy 

A Biodiversity Mitigation and Enhancement Strategy would be needed as a supporting 
document for any application. This should be incorporated into the final scheme design 
and describe how biodiversity net gain will be achieved and maintained.  

Habitat Regulations Assessment Screening Report (ACD Ecology, November 
2013) 

We share the concerns of the Buckinghamshire County Council Ecology Advisor with 
respect to certain aspects of the screening report. We support the statements with 
respect to the HRA Screening Report made in the Ecology Advisor’s response and this 
should be referred to so as to explain our concerns. 

Thank you again for consulting us with respect to the Wilton Park SPD. 
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Regards 

Neil 

NEIL ROWNTREE 

Senior Conservation Officer (Bucks) 
Berks, Bucks and Oxon Wildlife Trust 
College Lake, Upper Icknield Way 
Bulbourne, Tring HP23 5QG 



PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Graham Winwright 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

Please see attached letter. 







BEACONSFIELD TOWN COUNCIL 

Town Clerk: Miss M.C. Mathie, ACIS 
Telephone: (01494) 675173 
Fax: (01494) 672331 
Email: town.clerk@beaconsfieldtowncouncil.gov.uk 
Web: www.beaconsfieldtowncouncil.gov.uk 

Town Hall 
Penn Road 

Beaconsfield 
Buckinghamshire 

HP9 2PP

Response to the Wilton Park Development Brief Consultation 

In general, the Town Council supports the Wilton Park Development Brief and the fact 
that it is a well constructed document. 

1. Relief Road/London End Junction
The Town Council is happy with the fact that the developer will have to include a
new vehicular access from the Pyebush Roundabout.

The Town Council strongly insist that the development brief commits the 
developer of Wilton Park to the full construction of the first part of the relief road 
from Pyebush Roundabout through the site to the end of the Wilton Park 
boundary, which will not require future upgrading as it will be constructed as a 
complete phase of the relief road.  This will also include the entrance/exit road 
into the Wilton Park development off the phase 1 relief road. 

The phase is fundamental to the aspirations and delivery of Wilton Park and will 
be completed, ready to be connected to the future second stage. 

The first phase must be fully funded by the developer. 

Further to the above, the Town Council also agreed that planning permission should not 
be given until the whole of the relief road between Pyebush Roundabout and the A355 
was agreed. 

2. Car Parking
The Town Council seeks an assurance that:-

(a) there will be enough parking spaces provided for the built development, Parking
standards are set out in the SBDC local Plan and therefore the Developer will have 
regard to whatever parking provisions are applicable at the time (3.29); 

(b) there will be enough parking for the community use on the site – e g sports use and 
community hub use and consideration should be given to the possibility of providing 
parking to alleviate current parking problems in the Old Town (6.29); 

3. Infrastructure

(a) Sewerage System
The Town Council is concerned that for some time there have been problems with 
the sewer system in Beaconsfield and particularly in the Old Town and would want 
to see an enhanced sewage system which would alleviate some of the problems 
which have been experienced in the Old Town in recent years.  
Currently Wilton Park is served by its own privately operated wastewater treatment 
works within the site (5.21) and this is expected to be retained. However, if it lacks 
capacity the developer will need to bring forward an alternative solution that is 
agreed by the EA. 
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 (b)  Schools 
 Whilst acknowledging the fact that new school places should be dealt with in a   
 future planning application, it should be noted that all schools in Beaconsfield are 
 currently under pressure with pupil numbers. 

(c)   Health Care Provision 
The Town Council wishes to seek an assurance that adequate medical provisions 
will be provided for the town, if not in main Beaconsfield, then within the Wilton 
Park development. 

4. Affordable Housing
The Town Council recognises that the development provides for delivering
affordable housing on the Wilton Park site which is welcomed.

Should any S106 monies become available due to a lowering of the 40% affordable 
housing figure, then this money should be ring fenced for the Beaconsfield community 
and not the remainder of South Bucks District. 

5. Community Hub
The Town Council is concerned that because of the different management
arrangements which would be required for a Nursery and an ATC/Army Cadet facility
they could not be run by a management company, particularly as the current facilities
are separate.

The Town Council would wish to encourage diverse use of the Community Hub and
would also wish to support the Brief’s Open Spaces/Landscaping and Biodiversity
aspects and in particular the sporting facilities.

The Town Council does not believe that the parking provision will be adequate for the
Community Hub.

6. Public Transport
The Town Council accepts the need for an effective public transport system to the
Wilton Park development.

Cycle paths and good footpaths must be provided within the development brief so that
there are safer routes between Wilton Park and Beaconsfield.

7. Sporting/Recreation Facilities
The Council supports core policy 14, “the existing level of sport and recreational
facilities at Wilton Park should be retained with qualitative improvements where
appropriate” (3.6.9).

The areas for sport should be available to local sporting organisations and Community
use.

It also supports the provision of formal and informal recreation areas as detailed in the
Development Brief (6.38 to 6.45).

The Town Council understands the concern of residents to the potential development and if the 
Development Brief is agreed, will want to engage with the Developer by setting up regular 
liaison meetings with them.  The purpose of the meetings will be to discuss details during the 
planning stage, and information arising from the Liaison Meetings should be made public. 

28th February 2014 



PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

John Sharman 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

6.25 55 Who will use the Community Hub? The town already has many 
halls. The Curzon Centre provides a large hall for public 
meetings etc and two smaller halls. Other facilities include the 
Fitzwilliam Centre, the new Borlase Hall and the new Guide 
Hut. In addition most of the churches have halls attached 
some of which are quite large and some smaller. These 
facilities are all used by organisations which need a regular 
weekly space. The owners are reluctant to hire their halls to 
organisations wanting to put on a show which involves hiring 
for a week because of the disruption to their existing hirers. 
I understand the proposed Community Hub will be larger than 
the Curzon Centre. However I also understand that there is no 
demand from organisations wanting space, for instance the 
Curzon Centre is not turning away potential hirers.  
What the town lacks is an arts and performance space which 
can be hired for a week at a time. This might be for plays, 
musicals, concerts or other short term projects.  
I suggest that the development should have a smaller facility 
designed and equipped for performances. It would need a 
stage with changing rooms, lights, sounds systems etc. The 
money saved by building a smaller facility would pay for the 
additional equipment. 
The current plan will just create an under-used white 
elephant.  



 Team  
South Bucks District Council 
Capwood House  
DENHAM 
UB9 4LH 

Midday Friday, 28 February 2014 
Your ref: Wilton Park Proposed Development

My ref: 140228 SBDC  B588.doc 
Dear Team Manager, 

COMMENTS on Wilton Park Development Brief Draft  and SPD 

I regret I have had no time to put my full comments in the form requested as I 
have been waiting for the public response by Inland Homes to possible 
funding of the full A355 diversion i.e. “Phase 2” which was omitted in the 
District’s requirements.  This response, with a qualified acceptance that they 
would be “fully supportive” of the second stage if obliged to make S106 
contributions to fund the second stage, was only given yesterday in a report 
on page 5 of the Beaconsfield Advertiser and “are happy to support” it  in a 
letter on page 14. 

I believe that the cost of this stage should be 2 % or less of the probable sales 
value to the developer, which should be required of him by the District under 
Section 106. 

The diversion should be taken to Ledborough Lane with a roundabout below 
the A355 carried over it, plus its four slip roads and a new bridge over the 
railway.  The diversion’s possible ending at the south side of the railway 
bridge at Maxwell Road is a very bad alternative and tempting financially, but it 
could be allowed for as a branch off the better longer route to Ledborough 
Lane. 

I believe and wish the development to become part of the town and a great 
asset to both Beaconsfield and the District.  With the diversion which will give 
the community a direct, safer, quicker and more economical access to – and 
from - the town everybody will gain.  The danger, if the diversion is not built 
before the Park is developed, is that the Park community may become an 
exclusive rich people’s ghetto. 

Time does not allow me now to give my detailed reasons for my beliefs but I 
hope to send you those over the weekend and trust you will be able to include 
them in your considerations.  

Yours sincerely, 

M A ADAMS 
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Quality Standards Control 

The signatories below verify that this document has been prepared in accordance with our quality control

requirements. These procedures do not affect the content and views expressed by the originator. 

This document must only be treated as a draft unless it is has been signed by the Originators and approved

by a Business or Associate Director. 

DATE ORIGINATORS APPROVED 

28 February 2014 Claire Graham Shaun Andrews 

Planning Associate Director Planning Director 

Limitations 

This document has been prepared for the stated objective and should not be used for any other purpose

without the prior written authority of GL Hearn; we accept no responsibility or liability for the consequences of 

this document being used for a purpose other than for which it was commissioned. 
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 This report has been prepared by GL Hearn on behalf of Jansons Properties Ltd (“Jansons”), in 

respect of its interest in the land to the south of Wilton Park, Beaconsfield. This report should be 

considered as representations to the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary Planning 

Document, dated January 2014 (“draft SPD”). 

1.2 Jansons control 60 acres of land to the south of Wilton Park, and contacted South Bucks District 

Council (“the Council”) regarding a potential access/egress arrangement to the Wilton Park site 

(“the Site”) in July 2013. A meeting was held on this matter on 4 September 2013, attended by 

planning officers of the Council, and Bucks County Council officers. 

1.3 Jansons object to the draft SPD as currently drafted. This objection is based on a number of 

issues: 

• No consideration of alternative access into site - Core Policy CP14 recognises that access

could be from a new exit off the Pyebush Roundabout (or alternative appropriate access).

Jansons approached the Council in July 2013 with what is considered to be an alternative

appropriate access. This and any other appropriate alternative access have not been considered

within the draft of the SPD.  This is misrepresentative of the situation and the draft SPD has

been incorrectly developed on this basis.  The result is misleading and unnecessarily

prescriptive and could be detrimental to finding the best redevelopment option for the Site and

generating the maximum wider benefits.

• Lack of technical work regarding the proposed access arrangement – The draft SPD

hinges on a single potential access arrangement being available.  . However, it appears that this

access has not been tested in any detail and therefore there is no evidence that the access

would function adequately or that important sustainable objectives, such as public transport

access, can actually be achieved from the access.

• No technical evidence for providing Relief Road – There is an inappropriate reliance placed

on the requirement for the Relief Road in the draft SPD. Core Policy CP7 states that a range of

measures should be reviewed, which could include the Relief Road. There is no evidence that

the requirement for the Relief Road has actually been demonstrated in technical terms.

• Ineffective stakeholder engagement – Given that the draft SPD has not properly considered in

relation to the need for the Relief Road, the viability of the proposed access or alternative access

arrangements.  Therefore the evidence provided for the public consultation has been partial and

inadequate.
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• No recognition of Jansons interest in land to south of Wilton Park – Although Jansons first

contacted the Council in July 2013 about their land interest to the south of Wilton Park, no

reference to this interest is referred to within the draft SPD.

Recommended amendments to draft SPD 

1.4 Jansons consider that the draft SPD is not in general conformity with the Development Plan (in 

particular in relation to CP7 and CP14 alternative appropriate access) and consequentially has 

serious concerns with the current drafting of the SPD, and possible impact this can have on the 

future redevelopment of Wilton Park. If left uncorrected, it is considered that the redevelopment of 

Wilton Park could be unsustainable, mainly in relation to the access arrangements, and the wider 

impact on sustainable transport. 

1.5 As such, it is considered imperative that the following work should be undertaken prior to advancing 

with the draft SPD: 

• Undertake technical assessments into the proposed detail of the access arrangements -

As currently drafted, the draft SPD relies on a number of assumptions that the proposed access

will work technically, with no evidence to demonstrate that this is the case. Before progressing

further with the draft SPD, technical work on this critical issue must be undertaken.

• Review alternative access arrangements as part of detailed transport evidence –

Appropriate consideration of alternative access arrangements into the Site should be undertaken,

taking account of reasoned and justified technical evidence. In particular, the impact of the

access arrangements on the future public transport provision should be reviewed as this will be

critical in order to achieve sustainable development. It is considered the current access

arrangement will not deliver a feasible bus route through the Site, and alternative options must

be considered in line with Core Policy CP14.

• Downgrade consideration of the provision of the Relief Road in preparing the detailed

access arrangements for Wilton Park - This is irrelevant for the purposes of the

redevelopment of the Site. The only consideration required for the Relief Road is to ensure that

any access from Pyebush Roundabout will not preclude the future provision of the Relief Road.

Undertake further public exhibitions to allow local residents to review the full details with

the alternative access option - To date, the public has not been provided with the full picture in

responding to the draft SPD. The public must be informed how the proposed Pyebush

Roundabout access will work in practice, compared with alternative access arrangement into the

Site, so that they can reach an informed conclusion when reviewing the draft SPD.
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2 PREPARATION OF DRAFT SPD 

Planning policy consideration 

2.1 Regulations 11 to 16 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 

2012 set out the requirements for producing Supplementary Planning Documents. Generally, SPDs 

must be consistent with national and regional planning policies, undergo rigorous consultation and 

be in conformity with policies contained within Development Plan Documents.   

2.2 SPDs are capable of being a ‘material consideration’ in determining planning applications, but 

afforded less weight than the Development Plan policies, and this will depend on a number of 

factors including the age of the document, how much public consultation took place during its 

preparation and whether it conforms to both national and local planning policy. 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), March 2012 

2.3 In the preparation of the draft SPD, consideration should be given to the preparation of 

Development Plan Documents, as set out by the NPPF, para 182: 

The Local Plan will be examined by an independent inspector whose role is to assess 

whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and 

procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. A local planning authority should submit a 

plan for examination which it considers is “sound” – namely that it is: 

Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet 

objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet 

requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent 

with achieving sustainable development; 

Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the 

reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence; 

Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working 

on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and 

Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable 

development in accordance with the policies in the Framework. 

South Bucks Core Strategy Development Plan Document (Core Strategy), February 2011 

2.4 When reviewing the draft SPD, the main issue to be considered is the level of conformity with the 

adopted Core Strategy. The introduction of the SPD makes it clear that it seeks to build upon the 

requirements of the adopted Core Strategy, February 2011, specifically Core Policies CP7 and 

CP14. 

2.5 The two key policies from the Core Strategy in relation to the preparation of the Wilton Park 

Development Brief are set out below for ease of reference. 
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Core Policy 7: Accessibility and Transport 

The Council will seek to improve accessibility to services and ensure a safe and sustainable 

transport network by supporting the rebalancing of the transport system in favour of more 

sustainable modes of transport, whilst recognising that in rural parts of the District, the car will 

remain the primary mode of travel. This rebalancing will be achieved by: 

• Focusing new development that generates substantial transport movements in locations that are

accessible by public transport, walking and cycling…. 

…..Existing traffic congestion to the east of Beaconsfield will be addressed through a range of 

measures, which could include provision of an A355 / A40 Relief Road later in the Plan period….. 

Further work will be undertaken later in the Plan period, jointly with the County Council and the 

Highways Agency, to assess whether a relief road is the most appropriate option for relieving 

transport problems in Beaconsfield and if so how it could be delivered 

Core Policy 14: Wilton Park (Opportunity Site) 

The Wilton Park site as defined on the Proposals Map is identified as a Major Developed Site in 

the Green Belt. Any redevelopment proposals should be comprehensive, delivering a high quality 

mix of residential and employment development, community facilities and open space. Any 

redevelopment proposals should: 

• See the tower block demolished.

• Result in no greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt.

• Retain the existing level of sports and recreational facilities, with qualitative improvements

where appropriate, making them available for local clubs and public use. A large proportion

of open space on the site should be provided in the form of a good quality local park.

• Ensure open space areas are integrated with the surrounding area and existing countryside

access.

• Deliver a net gain in Biodiversity resources.

• Ensure an acceptable means of vehicular access. Any access off the Pyebush roundabout

must be constructed so that it is capable of future upgrading and extension to form an A355

Relief Road.

• Mitigate traffic impacts on the local and strategic road networks, for example, through the

provision of high quality walking, cycling and public transport routes – with the links to

Beaconsfield New Town being of particular importance.

• Explore options for a safe and attractive pedestrian and cycle link to Seer Green Station.

• Incorporate decentralised and renewable or low carbon technologies (for example,
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combined heat and power), unless it is clearly demonstrated that this is not viable or 

feasible. This should ensure that at least 10% of the energy needs for the development are 

secured from these sources, in accordance with Core Policy 12. 

• Demonstrate, prior to the granting of planning permission, that the necessary infrastructure

can be put in place within agreed timescales, including adequate water and waste water

capacity, and a new exit off the Pyebush Roundabout (or alternative appropriate access).

• Include the investigation and remediation of potential land contamination on the site, to help

protect the quality of ground/ surface water resources at Burnham Beeches. Proposals

should also ensure that water flows to the Beeches remain intact.

A Development Brief must be produced for the site by the landowners / developers, in 

conjunction with the Council, prior to a planning application being submitted. The Development 

Brief will be adopted as a Supplementary Planning Document. 

Drafting of SPD 

2.6 At para 1.7 of the draft SPD it states that a ‘Development Brief’ is required to be prepared by the 

landowners and / or developers, in accordance with Core Policy 14, which will be adopted as a SPD. 

2.7 Jansons first contacted South Bucks Council in July 2013 to make them aware that it controls the 

land to the south of Wilton Park, and therefore, Jansons Property should be involved in the 

preparation of this Development Brief. At a meeting on the 4th September 2013 the Jansons team 

was informed by officers that its involvement with the Development Brief was not appropriate, and 

Jansons would have an opportunity to comment on the document during the consultation period.  

2.8 However, given Jansons interest in the land to the south of Wilton Park, which could provide an 

alternative access to Wilton Park, the Development Brief has not been prepared in accordance with 

Core Policy 14. 

2.9 In addition, it is noted at para 1.9 that a number of technical studies from specialist consultants 

have been prepared. Given the importance of the access arrangement into the Site, it is unclear 

why the specialist reports did not include a highways and transport study in some form. Para 1.9 

goes on to state that Buckinghamshire County Council has provided advice on matters related to 

highways, but there is no evidence of this work. 

Public Consultation 

2.10 Public events were held as part of the consultation process, which included a number of questions 

posed to the public, including what was considered to be the preferred access into the Site. 

However, the residents only had the choice of two options – route due north of Pyebush 

Roundabout, or route to the north east of Pyebush Roundabout. The public were not offered access 
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routes consistent with the Bucks CC Retained Improvement Lines nor alternative access routes into 

the Site from other locations, other than Pyebush Roundabout (para 4.12, bullet point 2). 

2.11 As set out above, the NPPF states that the Local Plan should be considered whether it is ‘sound’ 

against a number of tests, including being ‘Justified’ – the plan should be the most appropriate 

strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence 

(NPPF para 182). 

2.12 Given that what is considered to be a reasonable and appropriate alternative access point into 

Wilton Park from the A40 has not been considered as part of the SPD preparation, and the public 

have not been allowed the opportunity to comment on this alternative, the SPD preparation is not in 

conformity with NPPF. 

2.13 It is also noted that at the public consultation, most people (82%) responding to the question about 

opportunities for pedestrians, cyclists and new transport infrastructure commented that they did not 

know whether all the possibilities had been identified. (para 4.12, bullet point 5). This is a really 

important issue, and not addressed satisfactorily in the draft SPD. It is therefore again not in 

compliance with NPPF, as it is not Justified. 



Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD, February 2014 

Jansons Property, Wilton Park, Beaconsfield  

 
 

GL Hearn Page 10 of 20

J:\Planning\Job Files\J030092 - Project Bletchley\Reps\Wilton Park SPD reps.docx 

3 THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS 

Ancient semi-natural woodland 

3.1 Jansons object to the blanket designation of the ‘ancient semi-natural woodland’ for the area to the 

south of the Site, without any further consideration of the implications of this designation, and the 

seemingly arbitrary designations for the other areas of ‘ancient semi-natural woodland’ to the north 

and east of the Site, which does not then extend into the Site. 

3.2 Plan 2.4 reviews the Site, in terms of the biodiversity and green spaces. The plan indicates different 

designations of the Site: 

Figure 1: Draft SPD Extract - Plan 2.4 

3.3 Given that the draft SPD is unusually not supported by any further technical evidence of the 

ecological designations, given the seemingly important designation of these areas, there is little 

evidence to comment on at this stage. We therefore urge further technical investigative work to be 

undertaken prior to any strategic decisions are made based on the ‘evidence’ available at this stage. 

3.4 The National Planning Policy Framework, March 2012, (NPPF) states: 

Para 14: 

“At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of 

sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both 

plan-making and decision-taking” 
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Para 118: 

When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should aim to conserve 

and enhance biodiversity by applying the following principles: 

if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an 

alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, 

compensated for, then planning permission should be refused…. 

.....planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or 

deterioration of irreplaceable habitats, including ancient woodland and the loss of aged or 

veteran trees found outside ancient woodland, unless the need for, and benefits of, the 

development in that location clearly outweigh the loss; …..” 

3.5 Natural England prepared ‘Standing Advice for ancient woodland’, dated May 2012 (“Standing 

Advice”), which recognises that the inventory is not a definitive register of ancient woodland. It is 

described as provisional, as at any stage information may become available that shows that woods 

not currently on the inventory are likely to be ancient or vice versa (Standing Advice para 4.4.3). 

3.6 Whilst para 188 of the NNPF is recognised to be important in generally protecting ancient 

woodlands, there is also a requirement for planning authorities to balance the need for, and benefits 

of a development in a given location (Standing Advice para 5.2.3). 

3.7 As such, local planning authorities should fully consider the assessment checklist before deciding 

whether or not to grant planning permission (Standing Advice para 7.2.1), which includes: 

• Size of area of woodland affected

• Area of woodland to be lost

• Damage to Root Protection Areas

• Whether the application is within an AONB / National Park

• Whether a survey for protected species been included in the application

• Whether the woodland in isolation, or connected to other woodland blocks

• Whether an Impact Assessment for pollution (air and water) been conducted and mitigation

secured

• Change of access to the woodland

• What the function of the land is to be lost to development

• Whether the landscaping scheme includes native species preferably of local provenance

3.8 Therefore, further consideration of the balance between sustainable development, which is 

discussed in more detail in this report, and the potential impact on the ‘ancient semi-natural 

woodland’ needs to be reviewed in detail.  

3.9 The designation of the ‘ancient semi-natural woodland’ should also be reviewed in more detail, 

including the wider area. 
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Surrounding land ownerships 

3.10 Jansons object to the lack of consideration of its interest in the land to the south of Wilton Park. 

Jansons contacted the Council prior to the draft SPD document being finalised, and provided clear 

evidence of a potential alternative access arrangement in line with Core Policy CP14. 

3.11 However, as demonstrated by Plan 2.5 of the draft SPD, land in control of Inland Homes, 

Beaconsfield Cricket Club, and the Portman Burtley Estate have all been identified. However, the 

land to the south of Wilton Park is not identified as being within the control of Jansons. 

Figure 2: Draft SPD Extract - Plan 2.5 

3.12 This is misleading to the public when reviewing and commenting on this document, as only partial 

information has been provided to the public when reaching a ‘considered’ view of the draft SPD, as 

the public will not be aware of the potential alternative access arrangement being brought forward 

by an identified party. 

Green Belt openness 

3.13 Wilton Park and the surrounding area is all designated as Green Belt, and therefore any future 

development will need to be considered against Green Belt policies, as set out in the NPPF. 

3.14 NPPF states that once Green Belts have been defined, local planning authorities should plan 

positively to enhance the beneficial use of the Green Belt, such as looking for opportunities to 
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provide access; to provide opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation; to retain and enhance 

landscapes; visual amenity and biodiversity; or to improve damaged and derelict land (para 81). 

3.15 Certain development could be considered appropriate in the Green Belt provided it preserves the 

openness of the Green Belt, which could include local transport infrastructure which can 

demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt location, and the re-use of buildings provided that the 

buildings are of permanent and substantial construction (NPPF para 90). 

3.16 The draft SPD recognises that the complete redevelopment of previously developed sites in the 

Green Belt is allowed for in the NPPF, provided that new development 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 (para 3.4). 

3.17 Any access into the Site will need to pass across Green Belt land, and therefore the potential 

impact on the openness of this land will need to be assessed against the requirements of the NPPF. 

Taking account of the evidence set out earlier in this report relating to the provision of the Relief 

Road, and the fact that this should not be considered as a requirement when redeveloping Wilton 

Park, any access arrangements should be considered as equal when considering the potential 

impact on the openness of the Green Belt.  
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4 CONSTRAINTS 

Provision of public transport 

4.1 One of the key points raised through the consultation was that the development should be ‘green 

and sustainable’, and addresses other traffic issues. Sustainability can be a broad issue, with many 

areas to be considered, and the draft SPD goes into detail about the future green requirements of 

the Site, including Code for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM standards. Another area to consider 

is public transport.  

4.2 Whilst the SPD provides a lot of commentary to improve the public transport provision, no detail is 

provided on how this can be achieved, and this is challenged in the technical note on public 

transport prepared by Cannons (Appendix A). 

4.3 In summary, there were no background technical documents regarding the future of public transport 

provision available to Officers in October 2013 when preparing the draft SPD, and none currently in 

the public domain. A Wilton Park Highways and Transport report is considered essential and should 

have been produced. 

4.4 In finalising the draft SPD in October 2013, the Principal Policy Planner relied on a July 2013 Bucks 

CC summary note for the public transport strategy and recognised the 'limited technical work' 

available. The Officer asked Bucks CC to deal more comprehensively with buses in the draft SPD. 

This work has not been provided by Bucks CC who take the view that it is acceptable to negotiate 

'something meaningful' and fill in the 'crucial details' at the planning stage. 

4.5 The public transport strategy set out in the draft SPD has not been agreed with the Operator, the 

Oxford Bus Company (Carousel), since it is clearly not possible to divert existing bus services into 

the 'heart' of Wilton Park without a deterioration in journey time. 

4.6 The Oxford Bus Company would be prepared to divert existing services into the Wilton Park 

development on a 'through route' as proposed by Jansons. 

4.7 Therefore, the evidence available to date suggests that the only sustainable access arrangement 

for public transport into the Site would be via the alternative access from the A40. The currently 

proposed access would not be acceptable as currently drafted. 

Alternative access into Wilton Park 

4.8 The wording of the Core Policy is clear that access could be from Pyebush roundabout, as one 

option. As a result, the SPD should consider alternative options to ensure that the most appropriate 

access point is being brought forward as part of the SPD. However, this has not been the case. 
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4.9 At a number of places, the SPD misinforms the reader suggesting that the Core Strategy expects 

the access into the Site to come from Pyebush Roundabout, without any consideration of 

alternative options. This is misleading, as Core Policy 14 specifically makes mention of potential 

alternative access but this is not addressed at any stage of the SPD, and is therefore not in 

conformity with the Core Strategy. 

4.10 A second technical note on highways and access has been prepared by Cannons (Appendix B). In 

summary, in finalising the draft SPD in October 2013, the Principal Policy Planner recognised the 

'limited technical work' available and asked Bucks CC for additional explanation and diagrams. This 

additional work has not been provided. 

4.11 The deleted section of Policy CP7 from the draft SPD should be re-instated, given that the SPD 

must be in accordance with the Core Strategy, and Bucks CC should confirm whether they have the 

work in order to comply with the Policy requirement that: “Further work will be undertaken later in 

the Plan period, jointly with the County Council and the Highways Agency, to assess whether a 

relief road is the most appropriate option for relieving transport problems in Beaconsfield and if so 

how it could be delivered.” 

4.12 In addition, the Sustainability Appraisal should consider not just the start but also the completion of 

the Relief Road (Rochdale Decision refers). 

4.13 Cannon’s technical review of the Bucks CC’s September 2009 email, which considered an A40 

Access as Option 6, demonstrates that Jansons A40 Access would be acceptable in principle in 

highways and traffic terms under NPPF paragraph 32: “Development should only be prevented or 

refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.” 

4.14 Taking account of the evidence available, Jansons consider that it is absolutely critical that the 

alternative access is properly considered as part of the draft SPD, in line with the currently 

proposed access arrangement, and further technical work is undertaken to assess these access 

arrangements. 

4.15 To assist with the consideration of the proposed alternative access arrangement, preliminary 

drawings of the proposed access have been provided at Appendix C. It is recognised that these 

drawings on based on the information available at present, and will be subject to a Stage One 

Technical Audit and Safety Audit, as would any preliminary access arrangement. 

Provision of Relief Road 

4.16 The provision of the Relief Road was debated at the Examination in Public for the Core Strategy, 

and the Inspector stated (emphasis added): 
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 “Illustrative diagram Map 4 shows possible routes for a future A355/A40 relief road for 

Beaconsfield, which pass between the town and Wilton Park. The road does not feature in 

any current programme or Local Transport Plan, nor is the need for, not funding for it, in 

evidence. The development of Wilton Park does not depend on the provision of the 

relief road, and it does not form part of the strategy. However, it is right that the existing 

Highways Authority Retained Improvement Lines should be shown on Map 4, to simply 

reflect a matter of fact. It is also right that the design of a suggested new access to Wilton 

Park from Pyebush roundabout should not prejudice the provision also of a spur to serve a 

relief road, if that scheme were found to be necessary in the future.” (para 38 of Inspectors 

Report, January 2011) 

4.17 Whilst it is recognised that time has moved on since the Core Strategy was adopted, the Inspectors 

Report makes it clear that the redevelopment of Wilton Park is not dependent on the provision of 

this road. However, despite this clear guidance the draft SPD goes into some detail about the future 

delivery of the Relief Road. 

4.18 In addition, the funding of the Relief Road is questioned. Paragraph 3.24 in the draft SPD explains 

that Bucks CC "has committed funding for feasibility and design work based on a link from the 

Pyebush Roundabout to Minerva Way and the continuing Relief Road north to the A355." The 14th 

February 2013 BCC report to Full Council (page 83) approves ‘business case development and 

early design’ costs of £150k in each of the years 2015/16 and 2016/17 for an A335 Relief Road.  

4.19 This is repeated in the 5th August 2013 report to the BCC Business Investment Group which 

revisits the 2013/14 cost allocation and recommends £50 - £100k to undertake ‘business case 

development and scheme design’ for an A355 Relief Road. This work appears to be in hand but 

here are no references in either report to the pre-requisite study work necessary to comply with 

Policy CP7 "to assess whether a relief road is the most appropriate option for relieving transport 

problems in Beaconsfield". 

4.20 Jansons appreciate that an A355 Relief Road is a key aspiration of the County Council but at the 

present time it is an 'aspiration' until the above study has confirmed that a Relief Road is the most 

appropriate option, and until funding is available. 

4.21 The fact that the design work is only just beginning on the detail of the Relief Road, yet the draft 

SPD states that ‘an access road from the Pyebush Roundabout that will form part of a future Relief 

Road’ (para 6.6) is a serious concern. Should it be proven that the Relief Road accessed off 

Pyebush Roundabout results in the access road into the Site not being able to achieve the other 

SPD objectives, such as pedestrian and cycle access, then the masterplan for the Site, as set out in 

the draft SPD, cannot be delivered. 

4.22 As noted above, in her January 2011 report, the Core Strategy Inspector confirmed that an A355 

Relief Road "does not feature in any current programme or Local Transport Plan, nor is the need for, 
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nor funding for it, in evidence". For this reason, the Inspector did not include an A355 Relief Road 

on the Proposals Map. It appears that this situation has not changed and a Relief Road is not in any 

current programme. 

4.23 Submissions to the DfT by the recently formed Bucks Local Transport Body include an A355 Relief 

Road at number four in the top five of an 'initial sift'  to prioritise 72 aspirational transport schemes in 

Buckinghamshire. Only £12.4m is available from the DfT and if all funds were dedicated to the 

projects in priority order, this would not be sufficient to deliver an A355 Relief Road.  

4.24 As part of the consultation process, it is noted that seven issues were raised as part of the 

consultation, including the desire for an A355 Relief Road. However, as the Inspectors Report 

noted, the delivery of Wilton Park is not dependent on the delivery of the Relief Road. Therefore, 

this should not be a material consideration when preparing the SPD. 
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APPENDIX A: Technical Note 3 prepared by Cannons  - Public Transport 
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Cannon  Consulting  Engineers
16 Ledborough Lane 
Beaconsfield 
Bucks  HP9 2PZ 

This Technical Note (TN03) addresses the public transport strategy for the redevelopment of 
Wilton Park, Bucks  and  in particularly  the public  transport proposals  set out  in  the draft 
Wilton Park SPD which is the subject of public consultation until the 28th February 2014. 

This Note explains that the public transport strategy set out  in the draft SPD has not been 
agreed with the bus service provider, the Oxford Bus Company  (Carousel Buses), and that 
the proposals in the draft SPD are considered by the Oxford Bus Co. to be sub‐optimal and 
unlikely to be sustainable. 

1 July to September 2013 

1.1 On the 28th  July 2013, Bucks CC provided SBDC with nine pages of comprehensive 
comments on the draft SPD. The final page (Attachment 1) gives a summary of the 
then  current public  transport position. Bucks CC public  transport officers  consider 
that  "the  diversion  of  an  existing  A40  bus  service  into  the  site  remains  our most 
realistic  public  transport  option,  one  that  does  not  require  the  addition  of  any 
vehicles on  the network". Officers explain  that  "The operator was  receptive  to  the 
idea  of  diverting  via  the  site,  but  discussions may  now  need  to  be  reset  due  to  a 
change  in personnel, who may  take a different view on whether  turning within  the 
site is prohibitive in favour of a through route." Further discussions with the Operator 
are noted as being required, however,  it  is clear from the draft SPD and associated 
technical studies that Bucks CC made little further progress with the Oxford Bus Co. 
to agree a viable and deliverable public  transport  strategy  for  inclusion within  the 
draft SPD. 

1.2 Cannon made initial contact with Carousel in July 2013. In response, the Operations 
Director  at  the Oxford  Bus  Co.,  Philip  Southall,  replied  in  an  email  dated  the  9th 
August  2013  (Attachment  2)  to  explain  that  he  has  informed  Bucks  CC  that  the 
Oxford  Bus  Co.  "are  only willing  to  consider  diverting  an  existing  inter‐urban  bus 
service into the development if we can do this on a 'through route' ..... To go 'in and 
out'  the  same way would  be  detrimental  to  existing  through  passengers  of which 
there are a lot." 

1.3 Cannon met the Operations Director at the Oxford Bus Co. on the 20th August 2013 
and  the  notes  of  the  meeting  are  set  out  in  an  email  dated  the  20th  August 
(Attachment 3). Cannon explained the Oxford Bus Co.'s view on the provision of bus 
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services to Wilton Park in a letter to Bucks CC dated the 28th August 2014. Copies of 
the  email  exchange with  the Oxford Bus Co. were  also provided  to Bucks CC  and 
SBDC at the meeting with Jansons on the 4th September 2014. 

1.4 As set out  in the email at Attachment 3, and as explained to Bucks CC and SBDC at 
the  meeting  on  the  4th  September  2013,  extending  the  existing  Minerva  Way 
through  to  a  new  junction  on  the  A40  east  of  the  Pyebush  Roundabout,  would 
provide a 'through route' for buses that would be 'bus only' for the western section 
of Minerva Way towards the London End Roundabout. The Operations Director  for 
the Oxford Bus Co. confirmed they would divert existing bus services along Jansons 
through route, with appropriate subsidy during the early years of the development 
whilst  patronage  builds  up.  The  Oxford  Bus  Co.  also  supports  the  concept  of 
segregating Minerva Way from an A355 Relief Road. 

1.5 The  necessary  level  of  subsidy  for  the  Oxford  Bus  Co.  to  divert  the  existing  bus 
services along  Jansons  through  route was discussed and agreed  in principle at  the 
meeting with the Operations Director and in the subsequent email exchange.  

2 October to December 2013 

2.1 Paragraph  1.9  of  the  draft  SPD  explains  that  "a  range  of  technical  studies  from 
specialist  consultants"  have  been  commissioned  but  does  not  explain  why  the 
technical studies do not  include Highways and Transport. This paragraph also refers 
to  advice on  'county  functions  and  responsibilities  including highways'  from Bucks 
County Council but the Bucks CC advice is not available on either the SBDC or Bucks 
CC websites. 

2.2 In an email to Bucks CC dated the 17th October 2013 (Attachment 4), Alison Bailey, 
Principal  Policy  Planner  at  SBDC,  states:  “At  the moment we  have  no  background 
technical documents. Do you think they would help?”. It is clear that a Highways and 
Transport  technical document  is essential and  should have been produced  for  the 
Wilton Park project, given the fundamental concerns that have been raised regarding 
access and integration with Beaconsfield. 

2.3 The information that is available from Bucks CC has been sent to Jansons on the 19th 
February 2014. There are no technical reports, no detailed evidence and no analysis 
or  assessment;  the  only  advice  from  Bucks  CC  appears  to  be  in  the  form  of 
comments on the drafting of the SPD. 

2.4 The  lack of  analysis  and/or  assessment  is  explained  further  in  the email  from  the 
Principal  Policy  Planner,  to  Bucks  CC  on  the  17th  October  2013  (Attachment  4), 
where the Principal Policy Planner states: "I have been limited to the technical work 
on  transport matters  that  Inland  have  shared  – which  isn’t  a  great  deal.  So,  for 
example,  on  buses  I  have  used  the  briefing  note  that was  produced  a while  back 
[28th July 2013 ‐ Attachment 1]. It seems quite useful stuff, but if you think that what 
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the note (and therefore the draft SPD) says is incorrect you will need to let me know". 
As demonstrated by Cannon's work explained in Section 3 below, it would not have 
been difficult to provide the necessary technical work to support the draft SPD and it 
is disappointing  that such an  important element of  the overall sustainability of  the 
proposed development has been inadequately addressed. 

2.5 In  the  same  email  at  Attachment  4,  the  Principal  Policy  Planner  goes  on  to  say: 
"Buses: needs to be dealt with more comprehensively than in the August draft given 
the emphasis that Jansons are placing on this".  It  is not  just Jansons who recognise 
the  importance of providing a viable,  long  term bus service  for Wilton Park;  it  is a 
normal  transport  policy  requirement  for  new  development.  It  is  unfortunate, 
therefore,  that  the  provision  of  bus  services  has  not  been  dealt  with  more 
comprehensively  in  the  draft  SPD.  However,  this  is  not  surprising  given  the 
comments that the Oxford Bus Co. have made (below) that the only diverted route 
that is likely to be financially viable in the longer term would be a 'through route', as 
proposed by Jansons. 

2.6 In an email dated  the 9th December 2013  from David Roberts  the Bucks CC Team 
Leader, Transport Systems to the Oxford Bus Co. (Attachment 5), the Team Leader, 
Transport Systems explains that: "Diversion  into the site  is obviously very  important 
for its viability. What the Planners are seeking therefore, is an in principle agreement 
from  yourselves  on  the  basis  of  them  being  able  to  demonstrate  no  significant 
detriment to existing services.  Is this something you could agree to?"

2.7 The  Oxford  Bus  Co.  reply  to  the  Team  Leader,  Transport  Systems  on  the  9th 
December 2013 and state: "Yes, if there is no deterioration in journey time then I can 
agree  this  in  principle  BUT...  how  can  this  be  achieved?".  This  question  is  not 
answered and on the 10th December 2013, the Team Leader, Transport Systems says 
in  his  email  reply  to  Oxford  Bus  Co.  "No  doubt  we  can  negotiate  something 
meaningful  and  fill  in  the  crucial  details when we  eventually  get  to  the  planning 
stage!". 

2.8 For such an  important sustainability objective, namely the delivery of a viable,  long 
term  bus  service  for  Wilton  Park,  it  is  completely  inappropriate  for  Officers  to 
approach  matters  in  such  a  superficial  way,  with  no  detail  and  no  evidence  to 
support the public transport statements in the draft SPD. 

2.9 Also in the email dated the 9th December 2013, the Team Leader, Transport Systems 
states: "The fundamental starting point to PT provision is that the proposed Jansons 
link will not be delivered as they do not own the Wilton Park site. Therefore there is 
no  prospect  of  the  link  coming  forward  and we must  formulate  the  best  possible 
package of measures without this." 

2.10 On the 21st February 2014 Cannon explain in an email to the Operations Director at 
the Oxford Bus Co. (Attachment 6) why the Team Leader, Transport Systems  is not 
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correct in his above 'fundamental starting point' view. This is because the draft SPD 
should consider all access opportunities including the 'alternative appropriate access' 
referred to in Core Strategy Policy CP14. In that context, Jansons 'through route' for 
bus services is deliverable in highways and transport terms. 

2.11 Cannon  also  explain  in  the  above  email  that,  in  our  view,  the  Oxford  Bus  Co. 
comment: "Yes  ,  if there  is no deterioration  in  journey time then  I can agree this  in 
principle  BUT...  how  can  this  be  achieved?"  is  consistent with  the minutes  of  the 
meeting on the 3rd February 2014, which was copied to the Team Leader, Transport 
Systems for his records. 

2.12 In  reply  on  the  21st  February  2014  (Attachment  6),  the  Operations  Director 
acknowledged  the above  comments  from Cannon and ask  to be  kept  informed as 
matters progress. 

3 January and February 2014 

3.1 Cannon contacted the Team Leader, Transport Systems on the 30th December 2013 
with a view  to setting up a meeting  to discuss  the public  transport sections of  the 
draft SPD. Arrangements were discussed, Jansons agreed to cover all costs, and dates 
for  the meeting were  requested.  In  the event,  and with  time  to  comment on  the 
draft SPD running out, Bucks CC did not reply  to  the emails and  the meeting went 
ahead on the 3rd February 2014, between Cannon and the Oxford Bus Co.   

3.2 The  comprehensive  agreed minutes  of  the meeting  (Attachment  7) were  sent  to 
Bucks CC and Beaconsfield Town Council. The minutes address each public transport 
related paragraph in the draft SPD in order. 

3.3 Draft SPD paragraphs 5.11 to 5.13 refer to the constrained geometry of Minerva Way 
but offer no solution  to  this constraint. From  the drawings prepared by Cannon  in 
Attachment 7, the Oxford Bus Co. is satisfied that the necessary works can be carried 
out and  technology  is available  so  that  two‐way bus  travel  can be delivered along 
Minerva Way. 

3.4 Draft SPD paragraph 5.48 explains that "there will be an opportunity to bring some of 
the existing bus services  into  the heart of Wilton Park". The minutes note  that  the 
Operations Director "remains of the view that a  'through route' with an A40 Access 
east of the Pyebush Roundabout as proposed by [Jansons] would allow existing bus 
services  to be diverted  through  the centre of  the  site much more easily and would 
deliver a viable bus service for Wilton Park." 

3.5 Draft SPD paragraphs 6.5 and 6.48 refer to the provision of a new vehicle access into 
the  site  from  the  Pyebush Roundabout  and  detailed  design  being  required  at  the 
planning application stage. Both Cannon and the Operations Director would expect 
the draft  SPD  to demonstrate how  the  access will work  and how  it  is possible  to 
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'maximise the accessibility of the site to public transport' with 20,000+ vehicles per 
day on the Relief Road. 

3.6 From the draft SPD paragraph 6.57, the Operations Director considers that a shuttle 
bus would not be viable and it would duplicate part of Carousel's existing route. Also 
that "the only diverted route that  is  likely to be financially viable  in the  longer term 
would be a 'through route' connecting people to destinations that they want to go to 
or where other transport connections can be made with minimum journey time delay 
and maximum passenger opportunity."  

3.7 In the opinion of both Cannon and the Operations Director it will not be possible for 
"most houses to be no more than 400 metres from a bus stop" nor for employment 
uses  to  have  "the  greatest  potential  accessibility  by  public  transport"  without  a 
'through route'.   

3.8 In summary, the Operations Director "feels that the public transport strategy set out 
in  the  draft  SPD  is  sub‐optimal  and  is  not  confident  that  the  proposals  are 
sustainable." Cannon expressed the view that the strategy is neither deliverable nor 
financially viable. 

4 Conclusion 

4.1 There were no background technical highways and transport documents available to 
Officers  in October  2013  and  none  currently  in  the  public  domain. A Wilton  Park 
Highways  and  Transport  report  is  considered  essential  and  should  have  been 
produced. 

4.2 In  finalising  the draft SPD  in October 2013,  the Principal Policy Planner  relied on a 
July 2013 Bucks CC summary note  for the public transport strategy and recoginsed 
the  'limited  technical  work'  available.  The  Officer  asked  Bucks  CC  to  deal  more 
comprehensively with buses  in  the draft SPD. This work has not been provided by 
Bucks CC who take the view that it is acceptable to negotiate 'something meaningful' 
and fill in the 'crucial details' at the planning stage. It is inappropriate to take such a 
superficial  position  and  the  necessary  evidence  could  and  should  have  been 
provided. 

4.3 Bucks CC have not agreed the public transport strategy set out in the draft SPD with 
the Operator, the Oxford Bus Company (Carousel), since  it  is clearly not possible to 
divert existing bus services into the 'heart' of Wilton Park without a deterioration in 
journey time. 

4.4 The Oxford Bus Co. would be prepared to divert existing services into the Wilton Park 
development on a 'through route' as proposed by Jansons. 

CCE/L441/February 2014 
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space, duel space (i.e car parks) to ensure the system will provide attenuation of surface water, 
water quality benefits, amenity value and biodiversity. 

It should be noted that any proposed ‘green’ options such as attenuation ponds will need to be 
carefully considered due to the presence of Great Crested Newts. Should these enter any open 
attenuation features, this will prevent their future maintenance. 

We strongly advise that the applicant provides a pre-planning drainage strategy prior to any formal 
applications so we have the opportunity to discuss any issues and to agree how to best manage 
the drainage within the site which meets the developers needs but also provides the requirements 
set out in the NPPF, National Standards and relevant local policies. 

Public Transport 
It is the current position of BCC public transport officers that the diversion of an existing A40 bus 
service into the site remains our most realistic public transport option, one that does not require the 
addition of any vehicles on the network.  The most suitable buses for diversion are the 740 and 
A40 Carousel Buses services, and initial discussions have been held with Carousel.  Service 
740/A40 would potentially provide a service every 30 minutes (every 20 minutes during University 
Terms) to High Wycombe, Uxbridge, Gerrards Cross and Heathrow.  The operator was receptive 
to the idea of diverting via the site, but discussions may now be to be reset due to a change in 
personnel, who may take a different view on whether turning within the site is prohibitive in favour 
of a through route. 

For this diversion to be possible, the internal layout needs to be suitable for buses and the 
diversion needs to be as brief in time taken as possible.  Ideally, therefore, the bus would enter the 
site at the London End roundabout and exit at Pyebush roundabout for example.  However this 
requirement is more of consequence in the other direction, where a bus approaching from 
Gerrards Cross would need to twice negotiate the long way around Pyebush roundabout if it was 
required to turn within the site. Constraints in terms of lane width are an issue however, as is the 
potential for egress into London End, and this may limit the potential for us of Minerva Way and 
indeed an operators desire for utilising this route. At present therefore and in principle, BCC 
support an approach whereby the primary access point to the site is via Pyebush roundabout in 
both eastbound and westbound directions and this will be further discussed with the operator. 
However, any decisions regarding Minerva Way should not preclude the potential for its use in at 
least one direction at this point in the process. 

In due course a level of support would need to be negotiated, to subsidise for an extended period 
the service diverting via the site while a passenger base is identified and grown.  At the end of any 
such funding, the diversion will either be commercially sustainable or additional funding/reduced 
service may be required. 

Accordingly, we do not believe that any proposal which sees an additional peak vehicle deployed 
on the network will be sustainable.  Suggestions have been made that service 577 extend to the 
site.  In reality, this requires an additional bus on that service which would not be sustainable 
without funding in perpetuity. 

I believe Gerrards Cross to be a more attractive proposition for anyone commuting to London from 
the site, and this station is appropriately referenced in the brief and served by the A40 and 740 bus 
services.  However, it should be made clearer that there are actually more trains, with a cheaper 
fare and faster journey into London from Gerrards Cross than Beaconsfield.  The brief paints these 
two stations too evenly than the reality may actual be for passengers. 
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From: Phil Southall 
Sent: 11 August 2013 23:04 
To: Patrick Gurner 

Subject: Re: Development in Beaconsfield 

Hi Patrick 

I am based in Oxford and would be more than happy to meet to learn more about the 
development. Are you free on the afternoon of 20/08? Where are you based and we can 
decide where it is best to meet. 

Kind Regards 

Phil 

On 9 August 2013 12:45, Patrick Gurner wrote:

Dear Phil  

Thank you for your email and yes, this is with respect to Wilton Park. 

I have been working with a developer based in Beaconsfield, called Jansons, to deliver an alternative 
access strategy to Wilton Park. This proposal is currently confidential but I would be very keen to 
share this with you since it is likely to address the concerns set out in your email below with regard 
to potential bus access.  

Could I ask if you are based locally and when might be convenient for us to meet? 

Kind regards 

Patrick 

From: Phil Southall 
Sent: 09 August 2013 11:18 AM 
To: Patrick Gurner 

Subject: Fwd: Development in Beaconsfield 

Dear Patrick 

I am the Operations Director for Carousel Buses and am the best person to discuss this with. 
Buckinghamshire County Council has mentioned to me a development at Wilton Park in 
Beaconsfield. Is this the development you are referring to or is this another one? 



If so, It would be useful for me to understand what is being proposed and when and I 
understand that there is some section 106 funding to divert our service A40/740 service 
around the development? What I have said to Bucks CC is that I am only willing to consider 
diverting an existing inter-urban service into the development if we can do this on a 'through 
route' with the appropriate roads designed to take full single deck length vehicles (12 metre). 
To go 'in and out' the same way would be detrimental to existing through passengers of which 
there are a lot. 

If you wish to meet to discuss I am more than happy to do so in due course. 

Kind Regards 

Phil Southall 

Operations Director 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Patrick Gurner
Date: 8 August 2013 15:04 
Subject: Development in Beaconsfield 
To: Stephen Abbott 

Dear Stephen 

I refer to our telephone conversation a short while ago. 

My company prepares transport plans for development projects and I would like to speak to 
the relevant Planning Manager in your organisation about possible new bus stops and 
possible minor route diversions to serve new development. 

Kind regards 

Patrick Gurner 

Director 
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Hi Patrick 

Thanks for your note and the productive meeting we held this afternoon. 

I can confirm that your note is an accurate reflection of what was discussed and I look 
forward to working with you on this. I can confirm that Carousel would be happy to operate 
through the development should the road structure that you outlined at our meeting be 
implemented and the 5 year funding is forthcoming. I would be happy to agree a rebate rate 
for each ticket type used from a fare stage covering the development and rebate this back to 
Jansons towards the £150k per annum cost with the aim of trying to reach commerciality 
after year 5. 

Kind Regards 

Phil Southall 
Operations Director 
Carousel Buses 

On 20 August 2013 17:05, Patrick Gurner wrote: 

Phil hi, 

Thank you for your time this afternoon. 

 I explained the background to our proposals for an alternative access to Wilton Park, namely to 
extend the existing MOD Minerva Way through to a new junction on the A40 east of the Pyebush 
Roundabout. The would provide a through route for buses that would be ‘bus only’ for the western 
section approaching the London End Roundabout. All car access would be to the A40.  

The new A40 junction and the existing London End Roundabout would provide for all movements by 
buses and appropriate bus priority measures. The western section of Minerva Way, as a 'bus only' 
pedestrian/cycle link, would be segregated from any future A355 Relief Road with buses, 
pedestrians and cyclists bridged over. This would provide a high quality walking, cycling and public 
transport route. 

I have attached the leaflet and the schematic plan that we looked at earlier today. 

The redevelopment proposals envisage 300 new dwellings, with an element of affordable housing 
and 10,000 square metres of employment development, together with retained and enhanced 
recreational facilities. 

At the present time I have advised Jansons that we should anticipate the funding of 1 new bus per 
year for 5 years. This would allow services to run through the site in the early stages of the 
development whilst patronage builds up. You helpfully suggested that we could agree a rebate 
mechanism based on fare receipts as they increase. Carousel’s current cost for a bus, driver and 
associated support is £150k per annum. 



On the basis of our meeting, summarised above, you kindly confirmed that Carousel would be able 
to divert existing bus services through the proposed development, as illustrated on the attached 
plan. 

I trust I have noted our conversation correctly. 

Kind regards 

Patrick 
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From: @SouthBucks.gov.uk  
Sent: 21 October 2013 16:05 
To: Richard Smith (Jacobs); Sweetland, Darl Cc:  
Subject: RE: Wilton Park Revised Text 
Importance: High 

Richard/Darl 

Today I have had a much more detailed trawl back through the comments that BCC 
sent to NLP on the July version of the Development Brief. (Richard’s note dated 28 
July). 

I’m pleased to report that the version of the Brief that I sent you on 17 October does 
include most of the detailed points you made. However, I have made a few tweaks to 
my version of the Brief at the following paragraphs: 2.13, 2.25, 5.13, 5.14, 5.19, 5.45, 
5.47, 6.56, 6.57, 7.12, plus some new text on SUDS in the phasing and delivery 
section. If you haven’t started reading the Brief yet, then I suggest that you start with 
the attached version which includes all of these changes. 

Of the earlier BCC comments, those that are still outstanding are as follows. The 
para. numbers refer to the July version of the Brief. They are mostly points that I 
flagged below: 

‐ Various comments made on the Plans:  I’ll pick these up as I annotate the 
maps. 

‐ Para. 2.33 – Detail on key traffic issues: I’d appreciate suggested text. 

‐ Para. 5.13 – Congestion on Amersham Road: I don’t have the data, so again 
will have to rely on your input. 

‐ Para. 6.11 – Design principles for the Relief Road: I spoke to Richard about 
this earlier today. I’ve had a go at explaining how we see the changing 
characters of the different stretches of road but I think some more from 
yourselves on the key design principles for the route would be really helpful. 

‐ Para. 6.24 – Improvements to London End Roundabout: I’d appreciate 
suggested text. 

Thanks for your input. 

Kind regards, 



From:   
Sent: 17 October 2013 14:57 
To: 'Richard Smith (Jacobs); 'Sweetland, Darl Cc:  
Subject: RE: Wilton Park Revised Text 

Annotated Maps 6.1 and 6.2 attached. (You will need to print in colour). 

The others will follow – probably next week. 



From:  
Sent: 17 October 2013 11:48 
To: Richard Smith (Jacobs); Sweetland, Darl Cc:  
Subject: Wilton Park Revised Text 
Importance: High 

Richard/Darl 

As you know, I have been editing the last version of the Brief delivered by NLP in 
August. I’m not sure whether Darl has seen that version so I am attaching it here for 
ease of reference. 

I’ve been working on a Word document with all of my changes shown tracked. As a 
result it does look very messy. Unfortunately the version of Word that I have used for 
some of the editing does not show moved text as such; rather it shows as deleted 
and inserted text. Because I have attempted to improve the flow of the document 
and strip out the repetition there is quite a lot of moving around of text – albeit with 
the moved text having been substantially edited in some places. This is a bit of a 
pain but was unavoidable I’m afraid. 

I will have to annotate the maps by hand – they certainly need it! I will send those 
separately 

As well as concentrating on the main points outstanding from the previous SBDC 
comments, I’ve also tried to pick up the comments that you have previously made. I 
thought that NLP had provided some sort of schedule listing how they had dealt with 
your comments dated 28 July, but if they did I cannot track it down. In doing so I 
have been limited to the technical work on transport matters that Inland have shared 
– which isn’t a great deal. So, for example, on buses I have used the briefing note
that produced a while back. It seems quite useful stuff, but if you think that what the 
note (and therefore the draft SPD) says is incorrect you will need to let me know. If 
any of your previous outstanding comments have  fallen through the net, it is 
unintentional on my part – please flag them up. 

I hope you will be able to read the complete re-draft. I’d be grateful if you could have 
a particular look at the following: 

‐ Buses: needs to be dealt with more comprehensively than in the August draft 
given the emphasis that Jansons are placing on this. 

‐ Access/first stage of the Relief Road: I’m still not sure that this is sufficiently 
convincing on how the road will fulfil its strategic function but not act as a 
barrier to pedestrian and cycle movement between the site and Beaconsfield. 
Would images/diagrams help? 

‐ London End improvements: should the Brief say more – if so what? 



‐ At the moment we have no background technical documents. Do you think 
they would help? 

is looking at this in parallel. I’ve not yet shared it with Inland and co and don’t 
propose to do so yet. In any event, this is no longer really a matter of negotiation … 

Please can you get back to me by a week today – 24 October? At this stage I really 
need precise wording changes. Feel free to add to or amend the tracked changes. 

If you have any questions please give me a call. 

Thanks in advance for your input. 



From: Sweetland, Darl  
Sent: 29 October 2013 11:18 
To: @SouthBucks.gov.uk 
Cc: Rich Smith (Jacobs) Subject: FW: 
WILTON PARK DEVELOPMENT  

On basis no injury collisions in past 3 years I suggest we delete the injury concerns 
sentence. 

Darl 

____________________________________________ 
From: Farquharson, Shirley  
Sent: 29 October 2013 09:45 
To: Sweetland, Darl 
Cc: Chapman, Peter 
Subject: WILTON PARK DEVELOPMENT 

Darl 

I have looked at the junction I believe you are interested in and as you can see from 
the attached map there have been no recorded injury collisions in the last three 
years up to 30/06/2013 on the roundabout itself, however there have been three on 
A40 London End west of the roundabout. 

If you want details of these three let me know and I will run an enquiry for you. 

Kind regards 

Shirley 

Shirley Farquharson 

Technician 

Casualty Reduction 

Transport for Buckinghamshire 

County Hall 

Aylesbury 

Bucks 

HP20 1UY  

Tel:   

Email:  



From: Smith, Richard (Jacobs)
Sent: 30 October 2013 10:01 
To:  
Cc: Sweetland, Darl 
Subject: RE: Wilton Park Development Brief Maps 

Hi  

Please find enclosed our comments on the document. It looks like the vast majority 
of our feedback has been incorporated which is much appreciated and hopefully 
strengthens the document. I’ve tracked change and added some comments so I’ll 
give you a call shortly. We haven’t reviewed the maps and plans at this point and I 
presume the next step will be to pull this together into one complete final draft that 
we can do a final high level review on? 

Thanks 

Richard  
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From: Roberts, Dave  
Sent: 10 December 2013 08:21 
To:  
Subject: RE: Wilton park 

Many thanks  – I think that gives the planners what they need for now. No doubt we 
can negotiate something meaningful and fill in the crucial details when we eventually 
get to the planning application stage!” 

Regards 

Dave  

Dave Roberts  
Team Leader, Transport Systems 
Transport for Buckinghamshire  
County Hall  
Walton Street  
Aylesbury  
HP20 1UY  

Visit our Website www.buckscc.gov.uk/transport   

From:  [@oxfordbus.co.uk]  
Sent: 09 December 2013 16:50 
To: Roberts, Dave 
Subject: Re: Wilton park 

Hi Dave 

Thanks for this. Yes, if there is no deterioration in journey time then I can agree this 
in principle BUT... how can this be achieved? If the bus is to divert in are you saying 
that additional priority will be placed on the A355 to 'speed it up' to allow the 
diversion to take place or that the relief road will allow a loop but not on the path that  
proposed? I also think that any diversion needs to be a loop and not a 'dog leg' that 
whether quicker than current journey times or not is always perceived by passengers 
to be an inconvenience. 

Kind Regards 



On 9 December 2013 10:06, Roberts, Dave wrote: 

There has been some further thinking about access arrangements to Wilton park 
development and some clarification of the current proposals for a link road. 

The fundamental starting point to PT provision is that the proposed Jansons link will 
not be delivered as they do not own the Wilton Park site. Therefore there is no 
prospect of the link coming forward and we must formulate the best possible 
package of measures without this. 

In terms of serving the site with an existing service diversion, current congestion on 
the A355 is a significant constraint to journey time. Potentially there is case could be 
made that the A355 services could loop around the site using the relief road at nil 
detriment to the service journey time. Diversion into the site is obviously very 
important for its viability. 

What the Planners are seeking therefore, is an in principle agreement from 
yourselves on the basis of them being able to demonstrate no significant detriment to 
exisiting services. 

Is this something you could agree to? 

Many thanks 
Dave 

Team Leader, Transport Systems 
Transport for Buckinghamshire 
County Hall 
Aylesbury 
HP20 1UY 

Buckinghamshire County Council 
Visit our Web Site : http://www.buckscc.gov.uk 
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From: Phil Southall 
Sent: 21 February 2014 18:18 
To: Patrick Gurner 
Subject: Re: Wilton Park, Beaconsfield 

Thanks Patrick. We discussed this at our meeting and you confirmed that you felt that there 
were no land ownership issues so I am happy for you to progress your idea with Bucks CC 
and see where it goes. Keep me posted and good luck. 

Phil 

On 21 February 2014 12:23, Patrick Gurner wrote: 

Dear Phil, 

Bucks CC have kindly provided some background correspondence on buses from December 
(attached). I am not sure if this correspondence is with yourself or one of your colleagues but 
it appears to me that the advice from the Oxford Bus Co. (ie no deterioration in journey time) 
is consistent with the minutes of our meeting on the 3 February 2014, which we have copied 
to David for his records. 

When David comments in his email to Oxford Bus Co. on the 9 December 2014: "The 
fundamental starting point to PT provision is that the proposed Jansons link will not be 
delivered as they do not own the Wilton Park site. Therefore there is no prospect of the link 
coming forward and we must formulate the best possible package of measures without this." I 
am afraid that David is slightly missing the point about the context of the draft 

Supplementary Planning Document (SPD), which you will recall we reviewed at your office. 
The draft SPD should be in general conformity with the South Bucks Development Plan 
Documents, which include the Core Strategy and Policy CP14 which requires the draft SPD 
to look at 'alternative appropriate access'. In that context, Jansons 'through route' for bus 
services is available and is deliverable in highways and transport terms. 

I will be contacting Bucks CC to discuss this matter further, and I will keep you informed of 
progress.  

Kind regards  

Patrick 
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Meeting: Wilton Park Beaconsfield, Draft Supplementary Planning Document 

Date: 3rd February 2014 

Time and Venue: 9.00am Oxford Bus Company Offices. 

Present: Phil Southall (PS) – Oxford Buses (Carousel) 

Patrick Gurner (PG) – Cannon Consulting Engineers 

The meeting had been arranged to review the main public transport sections of the Wilton Park 

draft Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) which is out for public consultation from the 17th 

January to the 28th February 2014. Phil Southall (PS) and Patrick Gurner (PG) reviewed the main 

paragraphs, with comments as set out below: 

1. Paragraph 3.44 and 3.45, the Bucks CC LTP Urban Strategy for Beaconsfield; approach to

transport improvements in the town: "Enhance public transport provision to improve accessibility to 

the town". PS and PG concur with this objective. 

2. Consultation Process and Feedback paragraph 4.12(5) notes that: "Public transport was a

key issue with a clear majority (82% of those expressing a view) believing that new bus connections 

between Wilton Park and Beaconsfield will be important." PS and PG note and endorse the 

community view on the importance of providing bus services to Wilton Park.  

3. Constraints and Opportunities paragraph 5.7: "The layout of the new development will need

to enable new residents to access facilities in Beaconsfield and minimise travel distances to support 

and encourage travel by public transport, walking and cycling". PS view that diverting existing bus 

services into peak hour congestion on the Relief Road only without going into the development 

will not minimise travel and bus stops must be convenient and be within 400 metres of all 

dwellings (see 6. below). 

4. Paragraphs 5.11, 5.12 and 5.13 refer to sections of Minerva Way being less than 6 metres

wide and thus not wide enough for two buses to pass each other. These paragraphs also refer to 

constrained road geometry at the London End Roundabout for buses to turn from Park Lane into 

Minerva Way. PG explained that attached Drawing L441/014A shows the section of Minerva Way 

(A to B) where two-way bus travel is tight but achievable, at approximately 5.9m (Manual for 

Streets page 79 shows two HGVs passing within a 5.5m roadway width). The section of Minerva 

Way marked B to C is not wide enough for two-way bus travel. PS confirmed that the technology is 

available to make sure that only one bus enters this section of road at any one time (for example 

the bus only link from Osler Road to the John Radcliffe Hospital in Oxford). Drawing L441/013 

shows how the radius of the entry into Minerva Way can be improved within public highway land, 
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to accommodate bus turning movements. PS and PG expect that two-way bus access can be 

delivered along Minerva Way. 

5. 'Public Transport Connections' paragraph 5.47 states: "It is important that the new

development at Wilton Park is sustainable. This means that it must be accessible by bus with good 

links to nearby rail services at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross Stations. A two-way bus connection 

for new residents at Wilton Park will improve accessibility to a range of local services and facilities, 

including schools and shops in Beaconsfield, and a direct unbroken connection to the rail network, 

The public transport provision could also offer convenient connections with wider regional 

destinations including High Wycombe, London and Heathrow Airport, for example." PS confirmed 

that Carousel Routes A40, 740 and 581 could deliver this objective, if a viable bus route diversion 

into Wilton Park can be achieved. PS felt that people would wish to travel to more destinations 

than Beaconsfield, especially High Wycombe and Uxbridge for connections within Greater London 

so a dedicated shuttle would be less sustainable. 

6. Paragraph 5.48 explains that "there will be an opportunity to bring some of the existing bus

services into the heart of Wilton Park, either via Minerva Way (one-way), from an A355 Relief Road 

(by changing the routing of existing services, helping to improve journey time and reliability of these 

services) or off the Pyebush Roundabout via a short diversion of 400 metres (or an additional 45 

seconds). The strategy would be to provide convenient and accessible bus stop locations in order to 

minimise walking distances to the stops and to serve the site with frequent high quality public 

transport services. Any new or altered bus services would need to be viable in the long term." Figure 

13 attached shows the ‘short’ bus route diversion from Pyebush Roundabout. With the Relief 

Road in place, there would be a journey time delay associated with the 730m or 1500m diversion 

and the peak hour congestion (20,000+ vehicles per day) and there would be a 350m to 1,000m 

walk to the bus stop from the western and eastern edges of the new development. PS does not 

consider this service alteration would be an attractive proposition. The "opportunity to bring some 

of the existing services into the heart of Wilton Park", is shown on Figure 14 attached. PS considers 

the bus stop to be well located, within 400m of all new houses and to be a more favourable 

option.  PS remains of the view that a 'through route' with an A40 Access east of the Pyebush 

Roundabout as proposed by PG (Concept Plan and Bus Route Figure 8A attached) would allow 

existing bus services to be diverted through the centre of the site much more easily and would 

deliver a viable bus service for Wilton Park.  

7. Section 6 of the draft SPD sets out: 'Achieving Sustainable Development'. Paragraph 6.5(b)

'Access' "the provision of a new vehicle access into the site from the Pyebush Roundabout". PG and 

PS expressed the view that this Section of the SPD needs detailed drawings to show how the 

proposed Pyebush Roundabout access will work with 20,000+ vehicles per day on the Relief Road. 

With a solid line of slow moving traffic at peak hours, it is not clear how will it be possible to 

"maximise the accessibility of the site to public transport"? (para 6.5(c) 'Linkages'). 

8. Paragraph 6.48 states that "Detailed work on the design concepts for these two connecting

points, the form of the junctions and their locations will be required at planning application stage". 

As above, PS and PG consider it is important to show how the proposed Pyebush access works as 

part of the draft SPD. 

9. Paragraph 6.57 states that "There is potential to introduce dedicated bus routes to serve the

site and key destinations in Beaconsfield."  PS and PG experience shows that a dedicated shuttle 
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bus from Wilton Park to the town centre/station will not be viable beyond the period of developer 

funding. This is similar to the existing shuttle from the town centre/station to Hazlemere (Route 

577) which does not operate commercially. PS also considers this would duplicate part of 

Carousel's existing route and would weaken the existing commercial service. 

10. And that: "Any existing bus routes that are extended or diverted will need to be financially

self-sustaining in the longer-term". In PS view, the only diverted route that is likely to be financially 

viable in the longer term would be a 'through route' connecting people to destinations that they 

want to go to or where other transport connections can be made with minimum journey time 

delay and maximum passenger opportunity. 

11. Also that: "the aim should be to achieve a greater degree of bus penetration at Wilton Park".

PS does not believe that a service is sustainable that does a ‘dog leg’ into and out of the 

development with the ‘through route’ being much more favourable. PG does not consider bus 

penetration is deliverable in the absence of a 'through route'. 

12. Finally that: "with most houses no more than 400 metres from a bus stop where practicable."

PS and PG do not consider this is achievable without a 'through route'. 

13. Paragraph 6.62 states that "Employment uses should be provided in those parts of the site

with the greatest potential accessibility by public transport". PS and PG do not consider this is 

deliverable without a 'through route'. 

In summary, PS feels that the public transport strategy set out in the draft SPD is sub-optimal and is 

not confident that the proposals are sustainable. PG is of the view that the strategy is neither 

deliverable or financially viable. 

Bucks CC Highways/TfB were invited to attend the meeting but were unavailable. 

There has been no contact between Inland Homes or South Bucks DC and Carousel Buses that PS 

was aware of. PS had not been asked to attend any meetings or briefing sessions on Wilton Park at 

Bucks CC but had spoken with Bucks CC Officers about the development in brief. 

Note Ends. 
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Cannon  Consulting  Engineers
16 Ledborough Lane 
Beaconsfield 
Bucks  HP9 2PZ 

This  Technical  Note  (TN04)  addresses  the  highways  and  access  proposals  for  the 
redevelopment of Wilton Park, Bucks as set out  in  the draft Wilton Park SPD which  is  the 
subject of public consultation until the 28th February 2014. 

This  Note  explains  that  the  highways  and  access  proposals  do  not  consider  alternative 
appropriate access and the draft SPD thus does not comply with the requirements of Policy 
CP14 in the adopted Core Strategy. 

Draft SPD Introduction 

1. The draft SPD refers to  'acceptable alternative access' at paragraph 1.3. This quote
from  Policy  CP14  is  incorrect  and  should  be  amended.  Typically,  paragraph  1.6
states: "..... new vehicle access from the Pyebush Roundabout"; to be consistent with 
the Core  Strategy  this  should be  followed by  '(or  alternative  appropriate  access)'. 
This inconsistency runs through the draft SPD document and should be corrected to 
comply with Policy CP14. 

2. Paragraph  1.9  of  the  draft  SPD  explains  that  "a  range  of  technical  studies  from
specialist  consultants"  have  been  commissioned  but  does  not  explain  why  the
technical studies do not include Highways and Transport. This paragraph also refers
to advice on  'county  functions and  responsibilities  including highways'  from Bucks
County Council but the Bucks CC advice is not available on either the SBDC or Bucks
CC websites.

3. The information that is available from Bucks CC has been sent to Jansons on the 19th
February 2014. There are no technical reports, no detailed evidence and no analysis
or  assessment;  the  only  advice  from  Bucks  CC  appears  to  be  in  the  form  of
comments  on  the  drafting  of  the  SPD.  In  an  email  to  Bucks  CC  dated  the  17th
October 2013 (Attachment 1), Alison Bailey, Principal Policy Planner at SBDC, states:
“At  the moment we  have  no  background  technical  documents. Do  you  think  they
would help?”.

4. The  lack of  analysis  and/or  assessment  is explained  further  in  the email  from  the
Principal  Policy  Planner,  to  Bucks  CC  on  the  17th  October  2013  (Attachment  1),
where the Principal Policy Planner states: "I have been limited to the technical work
on transport matters that  Inland have shared – which  isn’t a great deal."  It  is clear
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from the above that a Highways and Transport technical document  is essential and 
should  have  been  produced  for  the Wilton  Park  project,  given  the  fundamental 
concerns that have been raised by the public regarding access and  integration with 
Beaconsfield. 

The Site and Surroundings 

5. Plan 2.3  should be amended  to  show  the  full extent of  the existing Minerva Way,
which runs almost to the southern boundary of the MOD site.

Planning Policy Overview 

6. Draft SPD paragraph 3.9 refers to Policy CP14 and alternative appropriate access; the
word 'clearly' should be removed from line 27 since this gives a distorted view of the
Core Strategy expectation.

7. Paragraphs 3.22 and 3.23  in the draft SPD omit the fundamental quote from Policy
CP7 that  is derived from Buchanan's 2003 Beaconsfield Transport Study and Jacobs
2009  'Refresh' of the Beaconsfield Transport Study, namely that: "Further work will
be  undertaken  later  in  the  Plan  period,  jointly  with  the  County  Council  and  the
Highways Agency, to assess whether a relief road is the most appropriate option for
relieving transport problems in Beaconsfield and if so how it could be delivered." (CS
paragraph 3.2.58).

8. The documents provided  to  Jansons on  the 19th February 2014  include a  tracked‐
changed  version  of  the  draft  SPD which  shows  that  on  the  1st October  2013  the
Principal Policy Planner deleted the above Policy CP7 reference. It is no coincidence
that Jansons had only recently explained the  importance of this fundamental Policy
reference at the meeting with SBDC and Bucks CC on the 4th September 2013.

9. The  Beaconsfield  Transport  Studies,  commissioned  by  Bucks  CC  and  SBDC,  were
concerned that an A355 Relief Road might increase overall car travel in the area and
the Relief Road was not included in the recommended 'Option D' – minor transport
improvements and sustainable transport interventions. Bucks CC Committee agreed
and  adopted  the  findings  of  Buchanan's  Study  in  November  2003,  and  Jacob's
endorsed the Option D recommendation  in their 2009 Refresh of Buchanan's work.
This  important Policy CP7  reference  should be  reinstated  in  the draft SPD and  the
Planning  Authority  and  Highway  Authority  should  ensure  that  the  Policy
requirements are properly complied with.

10. Paragraph 3.24  in the draft SPD explains that Bucks CC "has committed funding for
feasibility and design work based on a link from the Pyebush Roundabout to Minerva
Way and continuing the Relief Road north to the A355." The 14th February 2013 BCC
report  to  Full  Council  (page  83)  approves  ‘business  case  development  and  early
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design’ costs of £150k in each of the years 2015/16 and 2016/17 for an A335 Relief 
Road. This is repeated in the 5th August 2013 report to the BCC Business Investment 
Group which  revisits  the 2013/14  cost allocation and  recommends £50  ‐ £100k  to 
undertake ‘business case development and scheme design’ for an A355 Relief Road. 
This work appears to be  in hand but here are no references  in either report to the 
pre‐requisite study work necessary to comply with Policy CP7 "to assess whether a 
relief  road  is  the  most  appropriate  option  for  relieving  transport  problems  in 
Beaconsfield".  Bucks  CC  should  confirm  whether  they  have  the  work  in  had  to 
comply with this Policy requirement. 

11. Bucks CC do not have funds to complete the A355 Relief Road and the DfT have not
approved funds for its construction. The Relief Road is therefore not currently in any
delivery programme.

Consultation Process and Feedback 

12. Draft  SPD  paragraph  4.12(5)  notes  feedback  from  the  exhibition  that:  "Public
transport was  a  key  issue with  a  clear majority  (82%  of  those  expressing  a  view)
believing  that new bus  connections between Wilton Park and Beaconsfield will be
important." Opportunities  and  Constraints  paragraph  5.7:  "The  layout  of  the  new
development will need to enable new residents to access facilities in Beaconsfield and
minimise  travel  distances  to  support  and  encourage  travel  by  public  transport,
walking  and  cycling".  As  explained  in  Cannon  Technical Note  3,  the  highway  and
access layout proposed in the draft SPD does little to enable or encourage travel by
public transport.

Constraints and Opportunities 

13. Draft SPD paragraphs 5.11 to 5.13 refer to the constrained geometry of Minerva Way
but  offer  no  solution  to  this  constraint.  From  the  drawings  prepared  by  Cannon
(Technical Note 3)  the Oxford Bus Co.  is satisfied  that  the necessary works can be
carried out and technology  is available so that two‐way bus travel can be delivered
along Minerva Way.

14. Paragraph  5.44  in  the  draft  SPD  refers  to  'Improved  Vehicle  Access'  from  the
Pyebush Roundabout with no  technical studies or plans  to demonstrate how "safe
and  convenient  access  between  Beaconsfield  and Wilton  Park  for  pedestrians  and
cyclists" will be achieved. 'Public Transport Connections' paragraph 5.47 states: "It is
important that the new development at Wilton Park is sustainable. This means that it
must be accessible by bus ....".  

15. Draft SPD paragraph 5.48 explains that "there will be an opportunity to bring some of
the  existing bus  services  into  the heart of Wilton Park." This has not been  agreed
with the Oxford Bus Co. and Cannon Technical Note 3 explains that the Oxford Bus
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Co. Operations Director  "remains  of  the  view  that  a  'through  route' with  an  A40 
Access  east  of  the  Pyebush  Roundabout  as  proposed  by  [Jansons]  would  allow 
existing bus services to be diverted through the centre of the site much more easily 
and would deliver a viable bus service for Wilton Park." 

Achieving Sustainable Development 

16. Draft SPD paragraph 6.5(b)  is unable  to demonstrate how access will be delivered
without reference to the necessary highways and access technical study or to work
by Bucks CC. This  is particularly  in relation to the morning peak hour traffic queues
which will move from Park Lane/Amersham Road to the A355 Relief Road. "Context
sensitive  design"  is meaningless  without  explanatory  drawings  to  show  how  the
access will function with more than 20,000 vehicles per day on the Relief Road.

17. This lack of detailed assessment point is noted in the email from the Principal Policy
Planner to Bucks CC (Attachment 1 – item 4 above refers). “Access/first stage of the
Relief Road: I’m still not sure that this is sufficiently convincing on how the road will
fulfil its strategic function but not act as a barrier to pedestrian and cycle movement
between  the  site and Beaconsfield. Would  images/diagrams help?”. The answer  to
this question  is  yes, of  course, diagrams would not only help but  are essential  to
understand what is proposed.

18. The Principal Policy Planner repeats her outstanding concerns  in her email to Bucks
CC dated the 21st October 2013, as follows:

‐ “Congestion on Amersham Road: I don’t have the data, so again will have to 
rely on your input.” 

‐ “Design principles  for  the Relief Road:  I  spoke  to  [Jacobs] about  this earlier 
today. I’ve had a go at explaining how we see the changing characters of the 
different stretches of road but I think some more from yourselves on the key 
design principles for the route would be really helpful.” 

‐ “Improvements to London End Roundabout: I’d appreciate suggested text.” 

19. Without  a  technical  report  on  Highways  and  Transport,  including  diagrams  and
appropriately  detailed  supporting  text,  the  draft  SPD  does  not  contain  sufficient
information  on  highways,  access  and  transport  generally,  and  the  above  points
particularly, for the community to understand what is proposed. With a solid line of
traffic at peak hours  it will be difficult to access and egress Wilton Park by car, and
the high traffic flows will create a barrier to non‐car movement from Wilton Park to
Beaconsfield. Under  these  traffic  conditions  it will be  impossible  to  "maximise  the
accessibility of the site to public transport" and facilitate "strong pedestrian and cycle
linkages".
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20. Draft  SPD  paragraphs  6.46  to  6.59  seek  to  explain  'Access  and Movement'  in  the
context of 'Achieving Sustainable Development'. This section of the draft SPD should
also address 'alternative appropriate access ' to comply with Policy CP14.

21. Information from Bucks CC promised at the meeting on the 4th September 2013 was
provided, under a Freedom of Information request, on the 19th February 2014. This
information  includes  an  email  from  Bucks  CC  to  SBDC  dated  the  14th  September
2009  (Attachment  2), which  refers  to a Wilton Park Access Option 6, as  currently
proposed by Jansons. The email gives three paragraphs of consideration by Bucks CC,
which  raise  a number of possible  concerns  in  relation  to Option 6,  and  the email
explains that this option will not be included in the final draft of the Topic Paper. The
Option  6  review  in  the  September  2009  email  does  not  contain  any  technical
assessment or analysis of the Option 6 A40 Access.

22. The  final March  2010  ‘Transport  Paper  ‐  East  of  Beaconsfield Area’,  states  at  the
second paragraph on page 8:

Although an access off the Pyebush roundabout is the most realistic option 
there may  be  other  access  options  to  the  south  of  the Wilton  Park  site, 
further work would need to be done by a developer to see if there would be 
other feasible access opportunities from the south. 

23. The  concerns  raised  in  the  September 2009 email are  repeated  in  the  letter  from
Bucks CC to Jansons dated the 18th August 2013 (Attachment 3). Cannon replied to
Bucks CC on the 28th August 2013 (Attachment 4) with follow‐up information in an
email dated the 5th November 2013  (Attachment 5),  following a series of detailed
traffic  surveys  on  the  local  road  network  in  October.  The  original  source  of  the
possible concerns plus a reply to Cannon’s 28th August  letter was promised at the
4th September 2013 meeting with SBDC and Bucks CC.

24. The promised  response has not been  received but  the  September 2009 email has
now  been  released.  Cannon  have  thus  been  able  to  address  the  concerns  in  the
September  2009  email  in  their  letter  to  Bucks  CC  dated  the  27th  February  2014
(Attachment 6). This letter concludes that Cannon’s technical review, traffic surveys
and  junction  capacity assessments, provided  to Bucks CC by Cannon, demonstrate
that  Jansons A40 Access would  be  acceptable  in  principle  in  highways  and  traffic
terms under NPPF paragraph 32: “Development should only be prevented or refused
on  transport  grounds where  the  residual  cumulative  impacts  of  development  are
severe.” The  technical work shows  that  the  impact of an A40 Access would not be
'severe'.

25. Paragraph  6.47  in  the  draft  SPD  refers  to  the  Pyebush  Roundabout  access  being
designed as a 'street' with reference to Manual for Streets but without explaining or
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demonstrating how the design of the 'street' will function with 20,000+ vehicles per 
day  (or  3,000  vehicles  per  hour  referred  to  in  paragraph  5.9). Manual  for  Streets 
does  not  deal with  the  design  of  'streets'  as  'relief  roads'  or  ‘bypasses’  and  the 
Principal Policy Planner reasonably requested that Bucks CC provide the “key design 
principles  for  the  route”.  This  technical  detail  remains  outstanding  in  the  current 
draft SPD and should be provided. 

26. Draft SPD paragraphs 6.48 and 6.49 do not explain or demonstrate how the strategic
function of the Relief Road will be 'integrated' with the "easy passage of pedestrians
and cyclists in an east/west direction" and "safe at‐grade crossing points". It is plainly
unacceptable for the draft SPD to state that "Detailed work on the design concepts
for these two connecting points, the form of the junctions and their locations will be
required at planning application stage". Access to Wilton Park is so fundamental that
it  is  impossible  for  the  draft  SPD  to  progress without  an  achievable  access  being
demonstrated. This is clearly the same concern raised by the Principal Policy Planner
referred to at item 17 above.

27. The route and impact of the completion of the Relief Road northwards to Amersham
Road  (paragraph  6.48)  is  undetermined  in  either  the  draft  SPD  or  the  associated
Envision Sustainability Appraisal of the draft SPD. Envision clearly state several times
within their report that "consideration of the need for a relief road and its alignment
outside of the Wilton Park site is not within the remit of this Sustainability Appraisal"
(Envision  paragraph  5.22).  Having  defined  the  start  of  the  Relief  Road,  there  is
precedent (Rochdale Judgement) which confirms that the route  for the completion
of the road should be assessed.

28. Envision obviously  recognise  the point  from  their  repeated  statements  referred  to
above. With the route for the Relief Road moved further east away from the Bucks
CC  Retained  Improvement  Lines,  the  impact  on  the  green  belt,  landscape
designations  and  interest of  acknowledged  importance  for  the  route of  the Relief
Road further north needs to be considered and should not be left without comment
or consideration by the draft SPD and associated Sustainability Appraisal.

Draft SPD Appendices 

29. Appendix 1 to the draft SPD should be revised in line with the above comments and
to  be  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  CP14  with  respect  to  'alternative
appropriate access'.

Draft SPD Sustainability Appraisal Report 

30. The  Sustainability  Appraisal  Report'  explains  at  paragraph  4.3  that  Envision were
asked at a late stage in the process to consider Jansons A40 Access. The A40 Access
is briefly reviewed at paragraphs 5.27 to 5.29, and at Appendix 8, only in the context
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of  the  recent provisional designation by Natural England of  the small strip Ancient 
Semi‐Natural Woodland that the A40 Access would cross.  There is no assessment of 
the  sustainability  advantages  of  the  A40  Access  in  highways,  traffic  or  public 
transport terms. 

Conclusion 

31. There were no background technical documents on highways and transport matters
available  to Officers  in October  2013  and  none  currently  in  the  public  domain. A
Wilton Park Highways and Transport report is considered essential and should have
been produced for the community to understand the highways, access and transport
proposals in the draft SPD.

32. In  finalising  the draft SPD  in October 2013,  the Principal Policy Planner  recoginsed
the  'limited technical work' available and asked Bucks CC for additional explanation
and diagrams. This additional technical work has not been provided.

33. The deleted section of Policy CP7 should be re‐instated and Bucks CC should confirm
whether they have the work in had to comply with the Policy requirement.

34. The draft SPD does not comply with Core Strategy CP14 in that is does not deal with
alternative appropriate access.

35. The  Sustainability  Appraisal  should  consider  not  just  the  start  but  also  the
completion of the Relief Road.

36. Cannon’s  technical  review of  the Bucks CC’s  September  2009  email demonstrates
that  Jansons A40 Access would  be  acceptable  in  principle  in  highways  and  traffic
terms under NPPF paragraph 32: “Development should only be prevented or refused
on  transport  grounds where  the  residual  cumulative  impacts  of  development  are
severe.”

CCE/L441/February 2014 
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From: @SouthBucks.gov.uk  
Sent: 21 October 2013 16:05 
To: Richard Smith (Jacobs); Sweetland, Darl Cc:  
Subject: RE: Wilton Park Revised Text 
Importance: High 

Richard/Darl 

Today I have had a much more detailed trawl back through the comments that BCC 
sent to NLP on the July version of the Development Brief. (Richard’s note dated 28 
July). 

I’m pleased to report that the version of the Brief that I sent you on 17 October does 
include most of the detailed points you made. However, I have made a few tweaks to 
my version of the Brief at the following paragraphs: 2.13, 2.25, 5.13, 5.14, 5.19, 5.45, 
5.47, 6.56, 6.57, 7.12, plus some new text on SUDS in the phasing and delivery 
section. If you haven’t started reading the Brief yet, then I suggest that you start with 
the attached version which includes all of these changes. 

Of the earlier BCC comments, those that are still outstanding are as follows. The 
para. numbers refer to the July version of the Brief. They are mostly points that I 
flagged below: 

‐ Various comments made on the Plans:  I’ll pick these up as I annotate the 
maps. 

‐ Para. 2.33 – Detail on key traffic issues: I’d appreciate suggested text. 

‐ Para. 5.13 – Congestion on Amersham Road: I don’t have the data, so again 
will have to rely on your input. 

‐ Para. 6.11 – Design principles for the Relief Road: I spoke to Richard about 
this earlier today. I’ve had a go at explaining how we see the changing 
characters of the different stretches of road but I think some more from 
yourselves on the key design principles for the route would be really helpful. 

‐ Para. 6.24 – Improvements to London End Roundabout: I’d appreciate 
suggested text. 

Thanks for your input. 

Kind regards, 



From:   
Sent: 17 October 2013 14:57 
To: 'Richard Smith (Jacobs)'; 'Sweetland, Darl' Cc:  
Subject: RE: Wilton Park Revised Text 

Annotated Maps 6.1 and 6.2 attached. (You will need to print in colour). 

The others will follow – probably next week. 



From:  
Sent: 17 October 2013 11:48 
To: Richard Smith (Jacobs); Sweetland, Darl Cc:  
Subject: Wilton Park Revised Text 
Importance: High 

Richard/Darl 

As you know, I have been editing the last version of the Brief delivered by NLP in 
August. I’m not sure whether Darl has seen that version so I am attaching it here for 
ease of reference. 

I’ve been working on a Word document with all of my changes shown tracked. As a 
result it does look very messy. Unfortunately the version of Word that I have used for 
some of the editing does not show moved text as such; rather it shows as deleted 
and inserted text. Because I have attempted to improve the flow of the document 
and strip out the repetition there is quite a lot of moving around of text – albeit with 
the moved text having been substantially edited in some places. This is a bit of a 
pain but was unavoidable I’m afraid. 

I will have to annotate the maps by hand – they certainly need it! I will send those 
separately 

As well as concentrating on the main points outstanding from the previous SBDC 
comments, I’ve also tried to pick up the comments that you have previously made. I 
thought that NLP had provided some sort of schedule listing how they had dealt with 
your comments dated 28 July, but if they did I cannot track it down. In doing so I 
have been limited to the technical work on transport matters that Inland have shared 
– which isn’t a great deal. So, for example, on buses I have used the briefing note
that produced a while back. It seems quite useful stuff, but if you think that what the 
note (and therefore the draft SPD) says is incorrect you will need to let me know. If 
any of your previous outstanding comments have  fallen through the net, it is 
unintentional on my part – please flag them up. 

I hope you will be able to read the complete re-draft. I’d be grateful if you could have 
a particular look at the following: 

‐ Buses: needs to be dealt with more comprehensively than in the August draft 
given the emphasis that Jansons are placing on this. 

‐ Access/first stage of the Relief Road: I’m still not sure that this is sufficiently 
convincing on how the road will fulfil its strategic function but not act as a 
barrier to pedestrian and cycle movement between the site and Beaconsfield. 
Would images/diagrams help? 

‐ London End improvements: should the Brief say more – if so what? 



‐ At the moment we have no background technical documents. Do you think 
they would help? 

is looking at this in parallel. I’ve not yet shared it with Inland and co and don’t 
propose to do so yet. In any event, this is no longer really a matter of negotiation … 

Please can you get back to me by a week today – 24 October? At this stage I really 
need precise wording changes. Feel free to add to or amend the tracked changes. 

If you have any questions please give me a call. 

Thanks in advance for your input. 





From: Smith, Richard (Jacobs)
Sent: 30 October 2013 10:01 
To:  
Cc: Sweetland, Darl 
Subject: RE: Wilton Park Development Brief Maps 

Hi  

Please find enclosed our comments on the document. It looks like the vast majority 
of our feedback has been incorporated which is much appreciated and hopefully 
strengthens the document. I’ve tracked change and added some comments so I’ll 
give you a call shortly. We haven’t reviewed the maps and plans at this point and I 
presume the next step will be to pull this together into one complete final draft that 
we can do a final high level review on? 

Thanks 

Richard  
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4. The  separation  and  segregation  behind  Jansons  proposals  are  particularly  aimed  at  safe
pedestrian/cycle  access  and  bus  penetration  into  Wilton  Park.  I  understand  that  the
Operations Manager  at Carousel Buses has  informed  the County Council  that Carousel  are
only willing to consider diverting an existing  inter‐urban bus service  into the development  if
they  can  do  this  on  a  'through  route'.  To  go  in  and  out  the  same  way  from  Pyebush
Roundabout would be detrimental  to  the  journey  time  for  the existing  through passengers
and Carousel would not divert the bus services even if such a diversion were to be subsidised.

5. Extending  the  existing  Minerva Way  through  to  a  new  junction  on  the  A40  east  of  the
Pyebush Roundabout, would provide a through route for buses that would be  ‘bus only’ for
the western section of Minerva Way approaching the London End Roundabout. I have met the
Operations  Manager  for  Carousel  Buses  who  has  confirmed  that  Carousel  would  divert
existing bus services along Jansons through route, with appropriate subsidy during the early
years of  the development whilst patronage builds up. Carousel also support  the concept of
segregating Minerva Way from an A355 Relief Road.

6. Jansons proposals to use the existing access, Minerva Way, as a  'bus only'/ pedestrian/cycle
link, segregated from a future Relief Road, would provide the high quality walking, cycling and
public  transport  routes envisaged by CS Policy CP14 and would maximise opportunities  for
integration with Beaconsfield

A355 Relief Road

7. An A355 Relief Road to take traffic away from the congested London End Roundabout has a
long  history  and  the  public  support  expressed  during  the March  public  exhibition  is well
documented.  It  is  less  clear  to  the public  that  the  redevelopment of Wilton Park does not
need a Relief Road and that any funding support from the development would be  limited to
the first 300 metres or so from the Pyebush Roundabout. We recognise that this could 'pump
prime' a future funding application by Bucks CC, and if Jansons were the preferred developer,
would envisage making Section 106 contributions to South Bucks sufficient to deliver the first
300 metres of Relief Road, including an over‐bridge for Minerva Way.

8. The Core Strategy Policy CP7 (Accessibility and Transport) explains at paragraph 3.2.58 that an
A355 Relief Road is likely to be needed if traffic volumes increase in the longer term to reduce
pressure on the London End Roundabout. "Further work will be undertaken  later  in the Plan
period,  jointly with  the County Council and  the Highways Agency,  to assess whether a  relief
road is the most appropriate option for relieving transport problems in Beaconsfield and if so
how it could be delivered." This was the position presented to the Core Strategy Inspector in
November  2010;  we  hope  that  you  will  be  able  to  confirm  when  we  meet  on  the  4th
September whether  this  further work  has  been  undertaken  and  if  not whether  funds  are
committed for the necessary study.

9. We appreciate that an A355 Relief Road  is a key aspiration of the County Council but at the
present time it is an 'aspiration' until the above study has confirmed that a Relief Road is the
most appropriate option, and until funding is available.



10. In her January 2011 report, the Core Strategy  Inspector confirmed that an A355 Relief Road
"does not feature  in any current programme or Local Transport Plan, nor  is the need for, nor
funding for it, in evidence". For this reason, the Inspector did not include an A355 Relief Road
on the Proposals Map. It appears that this situation has not changed and a Relief Road is not
in any current programme as at August 2013.

11. As  referenced  in  your  letter,  submissions  to  the  DfT  by  the  recently  formed  Bucks  Local
Transport Body include an A355 Relief Road at number four in the top five of an 'initial sift'  to
prioritise  72  aspirational  transport  schemes  in  Buckinghamshire.  Only  £12.4m  is  available
from the DfT and if all funds were dedicated to the projects in priority order this would not be
sufficient to deliver an A355 Relief Road.

12. You also express the view that the above priority listing means that further work will now be
undertaken  to  progress  detailed  design  and  feasibility  options  as  part  of  a more  detailed
business case for this scheme. We hope that you can confirm on the 4th September whether
the LTB has committed resources for work on more than the top three schemes in the priority
listing (page 4; LTB Report 26th June 2013 refers).

Jansons A40 Access

13. In preparing  the Transport Paper  ‐ East of Beaconsfield  in March 2012 you helpfully explain
that  an  A40  access  to Wilton  Park  such  as  that  proposed  by  Jansons was  considered  and
rejected for inclusion in the Paper. I followed all the preparation stages of the transport work
for the Core Strategy (through Buchanans/Ling and Atkins) and I do not recall such a working
paper from Bucks CC.

14. Also  no mention was made  of  this  access  option  at  the  South  Bucks  LDF/LTP3  Transport
Symposium in Beaconsfield on the 19th November 2009, hosted by Bucks CC and South Bucks
DC, which  I attended.  I would be grateful, therefore,  if you were able to send  in advance of
the meeting on 4 September, a copy of your working paper covering this access option so we
can review this prior to the meeting.

15. You  explain  in  your  letter  that  an  A40  junction  option  was  rejected  based  on  concerns
regarding  traffic  stacking  back  into  the  development.  I  have  attached  a  traffic  capacity
assessment  note  based  on  either  a  roundabout  (ARCADY)  or  traffic  signals  (LINSIG)  for
Jansons proposed access on the A40. This shows that traffic flows on the A40 and the access
road are  light and that  in a 2023 future year under current traffic flow conditions the queue
on the access road will only be  just over 2 vehicles. Even  if current  traffic  flows on the A40
were to be doubled (to test an extreme event) the queue on the access road is only 3 vehicles.

16. You will also no doubt recall that the Highway Authority did not object to a similar access at
this location on the A40 in the recent past for the Integrated Search and Rescue Centre.

For  all  the  above  reasons,  but  particularly  the  high  level  of  sustainability  and  integration  that 
Jansons scheme can deliver (there will be no commercial bus service with a Pyebush Roundabout 
access  option), we will  be  asking  the  Council  and  the  County  Council  to work with  us  to  fully 





TECHNICAL NOTE 1 
Project:  Wilton Park, Bucks 
CCE Ref:  L441 
Title:  Technical Note 1:A40 Junction Review
Prepared by:  Dean Smy – Transport Planner
Approved by:  Patrick Gurner – Director
Date:  27th August 2013 

Page | 1  

Cannon  Consulting  Engineers
Cambridge House, Landwades 
Business Park, Kentford, 
Newmarket, CB8 7PN 

1 Traffic Flows 

1.1 August 2013 observed peak hour traffic flows (AM and PM) are shown on Figure 20 
contained within this Technical Note. The observed traffic flows have been growthed 
to  a  future  year  of  2023  using  normal  TEMPRO  growth  factors  to  provide  an 
indication of 2023 baseline traffic flows, as presented on Figure 21.  

1.2 August  is not  considered  to be  a normal neutral month  in which  to obtain  traffic 
count data, as  schools and  colleges are  closed and  there  is a general  reduction  in 
commercial  activity  across  the  summer  holiday  period.  The  Department  for 
Transport have developed software known as COBA, which provides typical  factors 
which can be used to convert traffic flows from the ambient month of August by a 
factor of approximately 1.4  (DMRB Vol 13; Section 1; Part 4; paragraph 6.3; Table 
6/1). However,  in order to test an extreme event, the observed August traffic flows 
on the A40 have been doubled as shown on Figure 22. 

1.3 Using the TRICS database, Figures 20 to 22 show the proposed development traffic 
flows for 300 houses plus 10,000 square metres of employment development, with 
an  assumed  50/50  split  between B1 & B2  use.  The  proposed  development  traffic 
flows have  then been assigned  to  the A40 with 20% approaching and departing  to 
the east and 80%  approaching  and departing  to  the west. Growth  factors  are not 
normally applied to development generated traffic flows. 

2 Capacity Analysis 

2.1 In order to assess the likely impact of the proposed development and the suitability 
of an access on the A40 London Road, two access proposals have been considered. 
The first is a 3 arm roundabout and the second is a signal controlled access.  

2.2 Industry standard computer software has then been used to assess the capacity of a 
typical  roundabout  junction  (ARCADY)  and  of  a  typical  signal  controlled  junction 
(LINSIG). 

Roundabout Access Option 

2.3 The proposed  roundabout  layout  is  shown on Drawing  L441/008, which has been 
used to set the parameters for the capacity assessment. This option retains the dual 
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From: Patrick Gurner  
Sent: 05 November 2013 08:30 
To: 
Cc: Sweetland, Darl 
Subject: FW: Wilton Park, Beaconsfield 

Dear Mr. Walford, 

I refer to your letter to Andy Jansons dated the 12th August 2013 and to my reply dated the 28th 
August 2013. I understand from our meeting with Darl and SBDC officers on the 4th September 2013 
that Darl is in the process of replying to my letter. 

Since the 4th September 2013 we have carried out new traffic surveys on the A40 during the w/c 17th 
October 2013 and we have updated our traffic flow diagrams and analysis attached to my letter of 
the 28th August 2013. The updates are attached. You will see that this does not change the 
conclusion in my letter that the effect of a new access to Wilton Park from the A40 east of Pyebush 
Roundabout would not be severe. 

From our contact with the Defence Infrastructure Organisation and SBDC it is clear that the County 
Council’s advice on access to Wilton Park, at the Core Strategy stage and for the emerging draft 
Development Brief/SPD, is pivotal to the approach that has been taken. You will note from the chain 
of emails below that I am keen to review this information with Darl and any progress update would 
be appreciated. 

Kind regards 

Patrick 
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Date: 27th February 2014 

Our Ref: PG/HW/L441/2014.02.27 

Dear Mr. Walford,           BY EMAIL

Wilton Park, Beaconsfield 

I  refer  to my  letter  to  you dated  the 28th August 2013, and my  follow‐up email dated  the 5th 
November 2013, in response to your letter to Mr. Jansons dated the 12th August 2013. 

Events have of course moved on, and in lieu of the promised reply to my correspondence, I have 
summarised below my assessment of an A40 Access, which  is Option 6  in the email  from Louise 
Witney to Peter Beckford dated the 14th September 2009 (copy enclosed). We received a copy of 
this email from Bucks CC on the 19th February 2014. 

1. The Option 6 (A40 Access) was not presented in the final March 2010 'Transport Paper ‐ East
of Beaconsfield Area', but was reduced to the comment at the second paragraph on page 8 of
the Paper, as follows:

Although  an  access  off  the  Pyebush  roundabout  is  the most  realistic  option 
there may be other access options to the south of the Wilton Park site, further 
work would  need  to  be  done  by  a  developer  to  see  if  there would  be  other 
feasible access opportunities from the south. 

2. The  three  paragraphs  of  comments  in  Bucks  CC's  September  2009  draft  paper  provide  an
initial overview but do not give any evidence or technical assessment of an A40 Access. With
reference to the technical review and capacity assessments I sent to you on the 28th August
2013, updated on  the 25th November 2013 with new  traffic  surveys,  I have addressed  the
comments  raised  by  Louise  below  and  enclose  our Drawing  L441/016  to  illustrate  ou A40
Access proposal.

3. The proposed new  Fire  Station planning permission has  lapsed but  the  Fire  Station  access
could in any event be the fourth arm of the proposed Wilton Park A40 Access roundabout. A
'left in/left out' A40 junction arrangement is not proposed for Wilton Park.

S. Walford Esq 
Senior Manager ‐ Place: Policy, Planning Economy and Infrastructure 
Buckinghamshire County Council 
County Hall 
Walton Street 
Aylesbury  HP20 1UY 



4. Our October 2013  traffic surveys demonstrate  that  the existing  traffic  flows on  the A40 are
relatively modest  in overall  terms  (16,800  vpd east of Pyebush  compared with 32,500  vpd
west of Pyebush). In theoretical terms from DMRB, design capacity for 16,800 vpd would not
require  the  provision  of  the  dual  carriageway  that  is  there  at  present  and  a  single  7.3m
carriageway would suffice.

5. The  ARCADY  capacity  assessment  I  prepared  and  sent  to  you  shows  that  Wilton  Park
development traffic would be light, would not prevent traffic exiting onto the A40 and traffic
would not 'stack back' into the development. The maximum RFC is 0.62; the maximum queue
on the A40 is 1.6 vehicles and on the site access 0.3 vehicles.

6. The  junction  spacing of Pyebush Roundabout  to Pybush  Lane; A40 Wilton Park Access and
left‐in/left‐out  access  to  the  Recycling  Facility  (200m,  270m  and  200m,  respectively  –  see
Drawing  L441/015  attached) would  comply with  the  junction  spacing  guidance  set  out  in
DMRB for 50mph, namely 160m. The A40 Wilton Park Access effectively replaces the Bucks CC
approved  junction  for  the previously proposed Fire Station and would provide a benefit  to
Pyebush Roundabout  traffic by  removing  'U'  turning Gerrards Cross  traffic which has  come
from the Recycling Facility.

7. For  Wilton  Park  development  car  traffic,  the  proposed  A40  Access  is  not  too  far  from
Beaconsfield  and  in  sustainability  terms  the A40 Access  is  the  only  practical way  to  divert
existing  Carousel  bus  services  into  the  heart  of  the Wilton  Park  development,  improving
rather than reducing the sustainability credentials of the development. There is also a benefit
by moving Wilton  Park  development  traffic  from  the  congested A355  arm  of  the  Pyebush
Roundabout to the more lightly trafficked A40 east of Pyebush Roundabout.

8. The  traffic  surveys and ARCADY assessments  show  that  there are unlikely  to be any  safety
concerns with  the proposed A40 Access  roundabout.  Stage 1  and  Stage 2 Audits would of
course  be  required  in  due  course.  The  A40  Access  would  not  be  'so  close'  to  Pyebush
Roundabout  in  DMRB  spacing  terms  and  AM  peak  hour  traffic  queues  approaching  the
Pyebush Roundabout are not significant and do not extend back even to Pyebush Lane.

9. This proposed A40 Access roundabout would not affect the operation of either the Pyebush
Roundabout or the London End Roundabout and would actually improve the operation of the
Pyebush Roundabout  and  the A355 by  removing  the Wilton  Park development  access  and
associated turning traffic from the 20,000+ vehicles per day on the A355.

10. The  construction  of  the  A40  Access  roundabout  would  sensibly  not  cause  "massive
disruption",  since  this  is  normal  development  access  construction  work  on  a  road  with
relatively modest  traffic  flow  and  wide  highway  limits  to  safely  control  temporary  traffic
movements. The cost of constructing the A40 Access is not a significant factor in the delivery
of the sustainable redevelopment of Wilton Park.

Having now seen  the September 2009 email  from Louise,  it was reasonable,  in my view,  for  the 
Highway Authority to keep the page 8 paragraph two reference to the possibility of other feasible 
access opportunities to the south of Wilton Park in the March 2010 Transport Paper. 
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Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Completed

Dear Ms Bailey,

Development Brief: Consultation Wilton Park Beaconsfield 

Herewith my personal submission.

The  Brief was a most helpful document, but in my view  needs 
(i)  more evidence to support some conclusions, and 
(ii) greater detail in certain sections before it should request unconditional approval.

This observation gives rise to the following:

1. BCC's approval of a relief road from the Northern boundary of the Wilton Park development to
the A355 should be a pre-requisite 
before planning approval is granted.  (The relief road should preferably at its junction with 
Maxwell Road as a new bridge over the railway  is assumed to be too costly)  

2. SBDC should list the assumptions for rejecting the possible alternative access to the site from
east of the A40 Pyebush roundabout , 
and the reason for the decision to limit proposals from only the Pyebush roundabout should be 
made known 

3. Agreement with all parties should be reached to ensure that appropriate action is taken to
ensure the safety of cyclists and pedestrians 
before the open mix traffic proposals at London End are adopted.

4. Assessments of the likely future number of cars  should be published to calculate the
quantum of car park spaces needed , and
a   agreement sought with the Bus company on  the type, routing and frequency of public 
transport 

5. Assurances must be provided by the relevant agencies to ensure that
(i) the civil engineering infrastructure is enhanced to cope with the increased population (for 
example, but not limited to: 
traffic,  power supplies, drainage, sewage, waste)    
(ii) there will be sufficient school places, and 
(iii) the two surgeries in the Town will be able to supply  satisfactory health care.   
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6. A more detailed description is needed of
          (i)  what is meant by affordable housing 
          (ii) what features will be included in the proposed Community “Hub” 

7. The developer should aim to shape the new Wilton Park community such that it becomes
integrated with the Town, rather than a self standing "village" like, for example Hedgerly. 

8. Confirmation should be sought from BCC and SBDC that any Section 106 money will be ring-
fenced for the benefit of the Beaconsfield Community.

Yours sincerely

D M Sandy Saunders

Click here to report this email as spam.



The Planning Policy Team 
Capswood 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
UB9 4LH. 

ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District Council’s 
draft SPD. 

Included in the consultation document is the provision of new sports pitches and changing 
facilities within the Community ‘Hub’.  As Beaconsfield Holtspur FC currently use the 
existing football pitches, the expectation is that these new facilities will be used by them.  

At the same time Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Squash Club are also discussing a 
proposal to develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their facilities up to modern 
standards. 

Consequently, there seems a huge opportunity for the Council to consider the potential 
development of a single facility for all three Clubs. The combined membership and resources 
of all three clubs would provide the facility with greater utilisation and strong financial 
sustainability for many years to come. 

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non profit making and exist purely for the benefit 
of the people of the Beaconsfield area) provide high quality sporting opportunities for 
hundreds of Beaconsfield residents (especially children). This is a once in a lifetime 
opportunity to provide the residents (and future generations) with first class facilities to 
develop these sports even further. 

Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that the 
Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a review to find a way of developing a 
joint clubhouse facility which is more financially sustainable and will be to the greater benefit 
of current and future generations of Beaconsfield residents. Whilst we recognise that the SPD 
relates only to land within the Opportunity site boundary, we think that the authority should 
encourage and enable more lateral thinking where opportunities may exist that will benefit 
the wider community. This may result in some areas of land that are currently set within the 
Green Belt being accepted as development opportunities when considered as Exceptions 
Cases benefitting the Community. 

Yours faithfully, 

Phil Bickley. 
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PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Mr J Fowke 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

6.0 55 6.25 - 6.45 This section seems to have been added with little thought to 
the needs of the theatre and arts community that has always 
been an integral part of local life in Beaconsfield 

No thought has been taken in terms of looking at the lack of 
Theatre and Arts facilities currently available in Beaconsfield 
and how fit for purpose these facilities are 

Having grown up in Beaconsfield and being an active member 
of many of the theatre groups in the town we have always 
faced the situation of not having a central home that we can 
all work from where we can share resources. A community arts 
Theatre would readdress this void. 

At present all the local theatre groups are using facilities that 
were never truly created for the performance arts, the homes 
the groups currently use are community centres that have 
other primary purposes where often theatre is seen as more of 
an inconvienience to the regular day to day bookings. 

I believe that Beaconsfield is due a community arts theatre 
where theatre takes precedence and for once the other users 
fit in around the theatre schedule. 

A purpose built venue would also benefit all of the local 
schools who could use it for any of their arts projects and 
theatrical shows. It should not be underestimated the benefit 
of encouring the arts to our future generation as the skillset 
they learn crosses over into most of our everyday lives. 

We are not looking for another 2000 seater Theatre, however a 
small 350 capacity theatre that is run and matained by the 
local theatre groups would re address something that has been 
missing from our town for far too long.  



Dear sir madam

I would like to object to the proposed development at Wilton park. 

The development is far too large and the influx of 2000 more people will cause substantial permanent 
disruption to the local area. In particular, we are informed that these residents all 2000 of them will be 
coming to the Simpson centre doctors. 

I live on Burkes road, the only way the residents will get to the Simpson centre is via Burkes road.  I live 
on Burkes road and the residents are already concerned by the traffic and to add another 2000 residents 
visiting the Simpson centre will increase the problem. 

Moreover, our doctors are also at the Simpson centre.  The parking is already a problem and waiting 
times and therefore another 2000 patients will compound the problem.  

We were informed that that Wilton park will have its own school and doctors we are now informed this 
is not the case. 

My children go to local schools that are already oversubscribed. Again another 2000 residents will 
compounded the problem. 

We also expected the development to be self contained so they do not put pressure on the area 
generally.   The development needs to be discretely hidden away from view from the old town. They 
should have their own access again away from the old town. 

The residents of Burkes road are planning to formally apply for stopping up order of Burkes road to take 
it into private ownership. This traffic from Wilton park will not be permitted once the road is in private 
ownership. 

Moreover there is a doctors surgery in the old town much closer to Wilton park. Why therefore is it 
necessary that they all come across town, increasing traffic in the already busy new town. 

This development has been full of broken promises.  Where is their doctors surgery and school as 
promised. 

I object to this development in the highest order. 

Yours sincerely. 

Laurie wattret 

Sent from my iPad
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PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

B. Avery and F. Wilson 

Beaconsfield Cycle path Action Group 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

Dear Sir, 

Wilton Park Development Brief 

The Beaconsfield Cycle Path Action Group exists to promote 
the use of cycles within Beaconsfield and to campaign for 
facilities (cycle paths and cycle storage racks) for cyclists 
within the town.  We believe that the town is ideally suited to 
this mode of travel being flat, having facilities at distances 
appropriate for cycling, having a Rail Station serving central 
London that is well-used by commuters and having more than 
3,000 local children who attend schools in the Town.  In 
addition cycling is becoming a preferred method of travel 
promoted by Central and Local Government because of its 
environmental and health benefits.  To date Beaconsfield 
Cycle path Action Group has had enormous endorsement for 
our endeavours from both Central and Local Government.  
They have agreed to a number of  changes to central 
Beaconsfield to improve that area for cyclists, cycle friendly 
upgrades to the Station itself together with the addition of the 
provision of significant cycle parking there and to putting in 
the first three dedicated cycle routes with the Town – all with 
the  aim of making the Town ‘cycle friendly’. We have been 
told that this is just the beginning of changes to Beaconsfield 
in favour of sustainable transport.    

We are writing to you now to encourage you to continue the 
work that has already been achieved by Central Government, 
Local Government, Town activists and cyclists.  We would like 
to be reassured that any development on the Wilton park site 
will include both cycle and walking facilities within it that are 
car-free.  We would also like to know that sustainable routes 
linking and Development with both the Old and the New Town 
will be created such that people are encouraged to travel by 
cycle and to walk from the new development to the town 
centres, the Station and the seven schools within the Town.  
This will involve not just getting people by cycle and walking 
to the Town outskirts as they now are, but in building cycle 
routes within the current town to take people to their 
preferred destinations.  We hope that you will be willing to 
incorporate these facilities into your plans.    

The provision of high quality cycleway links to the main 
destinations in Beaconsfield is consistent with the aims and 
objectives of Core Policy CP14. To this end, BCP have 
endeavoured to identify appropriate cycleway links from 
Wilton Park/London End to destinations in Beaconsfield. We 
consider that reasonable Section 106 provisions should be 



Section Page Paragraph Comments 

made from the redevelopment of Wilton Park, for the funding 
and delivery of the necessary links to help facilitate the 
development.  We would welcome discussion about future 
cycle provision with ourselves. 



28th February 2014 

The Planning Policy Team 
Capswood 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
UB9 4LH. 

ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I refer to the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks District Council’s 
draft SPD. 

Included in the consultation document is the provision of new sports pitches and changing 
facilities within the Community ‘Hub’.  As Beaconsfield Holtspur FC currently use the 
existing football pitches, the expectation is that these new facilities will be used by them.  

At the same time Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Squash Club are also discussing 
a proposal to develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their facilities up to modern 
standards. 

Consequently, there seems a huge opportunity for the Council to consider the potential 
development of a single facility for all three Clubs. The combined membership and 
resources of all three clubs would provide the facility with greater utilisation and strong 
financial sustainability for many years to come. 

Together, the three Clubs (all of whom are non profit making and exist purely for the benefit 
of the people of the Beaconsfield area) provide high quality sporting opportunities for 
hundreds of Beaconsfield residents (especially children). This is a once in a lifetime 
opportunity to provide the residents (and future generations) with first class facilities to 
develop these sports even further. 

Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that the 
Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a review to find a way of developing a 
joint clubhouse facility which is more financially sustainable and will be to the greater 
benefit of current and future generations of Beaconsfield residents. Whilst we recognise 
that the SPD relates only to land within the Opportunity site boundary, we think that the 
authority should encourage and enable more lateral thinking where opportunities may exist 
that will benefit the wider community. This may result in some areas of land that are 
currently set within the Green Belt being accepted as development opportunities when 
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considered as Exceptions Cases benefitting the Community. 

Yours faithfully, 

Andrew and Jane Grant



Fr

 Sirs

Regarding the application for a development of Wilton Park, I am very happy for this scheme to be given 
the go-ahead with two provisos only:

1 that the traffic issue is sensibly addressed
2 that provision is made for the sports facilities within Beaconsfield to be enhanced and improved. I 
understand there is a scheme that could combine facilities for the cricket, football and squash clubs and 
would whole-heartedly back such a move. I do hope you will move this forward.

Thanks

Di Cresswell

Click here to report this email as spam.
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PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

M Mitchell 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

Table 1 

Table 1 

Table 1 

Table 1 

Table 1 

Table 1 

4 

5 

5 

6 

6 

7 

3.24,6.5b,6.46 

5.6,5.14. Sec6 

5.10, 6.52 & 
6.53 

5.13-5.14 & 
6.57 

6.29 

6.13-6.20 

A bypass is esssential with the Wilton Park Development 
(WPD) and should be agreed prior to Planning Permission 
being given and the financial aspects being finalised. This 
bypass is probably more important than school places, 
playing fields, community hubs etc for Beaconsfield 
residents and will play an important role in improving road 
safety, convenience, making WPD part of Beaconsfield and 
improving the London End Roundabout (LER) problems. 
Commuters do not want a regular traffic jam on their route 
to the station. The bypass is needed before work on the 
LER begins. 

There should not be any gated communities within the 
development. The WPD will not be well connected with 
Beaconsfield new town unless the bypass is built. 

It is very important that the London End Roundabout is 
made safe for walkers and cyclists. This is likely to make 
the notorious traffic jams even worse. The bypass is 
needed before work on the Roundabout begins. 

A bus which sits in the LER traffic problems is unlikely to 
be viable therefore the bypass is important for public 
transport and could allow a useful around Beaconsfield 
route. 

Car parking is a problem in Beaconsfield and the use of the 
WPD would help but a car park at the Ronald Road end of a 
by pass would be even more useful particularly for full day 
business and commuting purposes as it is nearer the New 
Town 

While I would like to see affordable homes available, 
money for a bypass is almost equally important. We should 
consider increasing the effective number of homes by 
incorporating facilities in houses which can be separated 
off as granny flats or  young persons accommodation. This 
is about helping people retain their family structure and 
reduce the possible need for state help in the future. 



Sent:   28 February 2014 15:02
To:     Local Development Framework
Subject:        Comments on Wilton park.

I would be grateful if you would include the following comments: 

If, as the documents indicate , this is purely Wilton park in isolation , then I believe that
A) more parking is definitely needed in Town centre
B) a relief road is needed to bypass centre/ link to Amersham road
C) more schools places are needed and
D) the development should include a Sports centre/ swimming pool (such quality facilities are
sadly lacking in Beaconsfield).
E) better bus transport links should be provided to both Heathrow + central London.

Should Wilton park simply be the first step of a wider ' super City' ( as I understand may be 
being suggested in some Lib Dem circles) , then optimising one small part is highly unlikely to 
be in sync with an ' optimised total' plan. 
Put another way, ( Wilton) tail should not wag dog. 

Please confirm receipt.

Click here to report this email as spam.
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PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Helen Sharman 

member of beaconsfield Theatre Group. A Director of The Curzon Centre 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

6 55 6.25  The town has no need of an additional community space. The 
Curzon centre is less than 2 miles away and the future of this 
central town based facility will be jeopardised my a duplicate 
facility. 

6.27  The proposal provides for Nursery, sports facilities and 
venue for the ATC - all of which currently exist on Wilton park. 
A theatre, albeit in deplorable condition, also exists on the 
site, something which is conveniently forgotton.  
I understand that one of the aims is to attract residents from 
the main town to the site to avoid the development being 
isolated - what better than to rpovide a space for an Arts 
Centre, something which the town wants, needs and does not 
have. 

(As a final comment, this is an incredibly cumbersome 
response form which I suspect will have deterred a large 
number of responses) 



PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation   An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Rosie Brake 

Wycombe District Council 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

6.0 

6.0 

6.0 

6.0 

7.0 

51 

51 

53 

70 

6.1 

6.5b 

6.14 

7.8 (6) 

Wycombe District Council (WDC) welcome the opportunity to 
comment on the Consultation Draft of the Wilton Park 
Development Brief SPD. 

WDC support the aim of achieving sustainable development at 
Wilton Park. 

WDC support the provision of a new vehicle access into the 
site from the Pyebush roundabout as a first section of a Relief 
Road for Beaconsfield. The provision of a Relief Road is an 
important element in increasing and facilitating options for 
north-south movements through Buckinghamshire. Alongside 
this, it is hoped that support for similar opportunities will be 
reciprocated in other Districts of Buckinghamshire. 

WDC comment that the best use of the site should be made in 
terms of provision of housing. Intensification of land use need 
not be incompatible with maintaining the openness of the 
Green Belt. Higher densities can increase the vitality of 
development and improve the viability of local services, 
especially public transport, so supporting principles of 
sustainability.  

WDC support the timely provision of supporting infrastructure, 
particularly where there is cross-boundary use of services such 
as health and education. Pressures of development in South 
Bucks should not compromise the availability of services to 
residents of Wycombe District.  



PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident    Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Mrs Marsden 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

3 

5 
6 

5 

3 

37 
41-
42 
59-
61 

49 

24 
28 

3.90 
3.22 
3.42 
3.44,2 and 
3 
3.45 
5.6 to 5.14 
6.46 -6.59 

5.52 

3.90 
3.26 

All these points look at traffic and connectivity. 
It is to be applauded that the document via the Local 
Transport plan LTP3, Core Policy 14 ref mitigating traffic 
impacts and various points recognises the traffic and 
integration issues and requirements of any developer of the 
Wilton Park site. 
However, no where is there evidence of a researched solution. 
Research is sadly deplete with no evidence of detailed traffic 
flow and potential impact references. 
Pedestrian and cycle access using The 'street design' discussed 
in the Manual for streets from the Department of Transport to 
cross a busy major road seems unsafe and in practical. The 
volume of traffic at the roundabout potentially to divert along 
a relief road is estimated to be a few thousand vehicles per 
hour at peak time.  A 'free for all' pedestrians, cyclists and 
cars crossing together east west and north south at the same 
time across the street area with in the site or across Park 
Lane/ the London End roundabout is dangerous.   
Minerva way may provide a safer access however, it is 
proposed emergency traffic and access traffic to housing 
would be allowed so the route would not be traffic free. 
Crossing the Roundabout and Park Lane discusses a path along 
the east side and crossing point.  Again families with young 
children or teens alone would be put at great danger.  This 
part of the road network is exceptionally busy the road 
narrowed if a pavement of size was put on the east side and a 
crossing dangerous with the speed and volume of traffic. 
Public transport has been suggested but no detailed research 
presented just suggestions.  Buses turning into a busy relief 
road would go where?  How could they be diverted and then 
return on to the roundabout across a busy road?  
Car parking of 100 places is very limited.  If the parking is to 
be for Old Town parking, the hub with 300 children playing at 
weekends and social walking and cycling use. 
The traffic issues are highlighted numerous times but no plans 
expressed.  The impact of possibly 300 to 600 cars accesssing 
the town for the railway, schools, health etc could be 
devastating to any travel in and around Beaconsfield.  
Residents of Wilton Park may not wish to walk and cycle The 
full impact of traffic could be 300 to 600 extra car trips . 
Detailed traffic research and strategies for increased traffic 
for now and the future including for HS2 construction is 
needed. 

Core Policy 14 Infrastructure is to be in place including water 
and waste water 
Infrastructure Core Policy 6 
The physical and Social infrastructure needs to be considered. 



Section Page Paragraph Comments 

Evidence of research and impact potential and resolution on 
Beaconsfield for the Infrastructure seems lacking generally.  



PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Laurence Smaje 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 

201



Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

1 

1 

2 

3 

3 

3 

10 

3/4 

15 

22 

27 

27 

 1.5 

1.10 

2.16 

3.2.12 

3.22.4 

3.23 

I would like to congratulate SBDC on their Core Policy 14 and 
the many respects in which this has been translated into the 
Draft SPD.  In particular, the Policy has ambitions to create a 
development that has the potential to be of great benefit to 
Beaconsfield and South Bucks and had made significant 
progress towards doing so. However, I do have a number of 
concerns that I articulate below. 

This points out that the draft strategy deals with the 
mitigation of transport and other infrastructure issues in 
Beaconsfield as a whole.  Later parts of the SPD do so to some 
extent but are ambiguous or fail to address them in others 

This specifies that the WP development is of high quality.  The 
phrase 'high quality' appears several times in the document 
but is never defined.  My concern would be a repetition of so 
many individual houses or small developments in Beaconsfield 
that consist of pastiche Elizabethan/Georgian or neo-classical 
designs.  I would hope that WP would be a modern 
development, with genuinely innovative modern design. 

The London End roundabout is acknowledged here as a major 
congestion point, but it not really addressed in the document 
elsewhere except to suggest that it could be remodelled and 
that a relief road through the WP site could indeed provide 
relief. 

The overview specifies taking account of the improving 
health, social and cultural wellbeing and providing facilities to 
do so.  I fail to be convinced that the document does so 
satisfactorily. 

There is nothing in the SPD to suggest how the developer 
could minimise or mitigate the impact of the development on 
the road network. 

The relief road has been promised for many years but has yet 
to materialise.  There is a strong feeling in the community, 
which I share, that the development should not go ahead 
unless and until this has been agreed with the relevant 
authorities. 
The proposed relief road, however, is very much a 
compromise as, while it will probably reduce congestion at 
London End roundabout, there will remain problems further to 
the north.  It would be far better to have another bridge over 
the railway and an adequate junction at Ledborough 
Lane/Longbottom Lane as this will impact on Beaconsfield for 
the next generation or so. 



Section Page Paragraph Comments 

5 

6 

6 

6 

49 

51 

55/56 

57 

5.53 

6.2 

6.27 

6.38 

The proposed relief road, however, will indeed provide some 
relief for us now.  

Provision of superfast broadband links are an exellent idea. 

The high quality design has my enthusiastic support provided 
it is of modern design, not retro-pastiche.  
See my comments re para 1.10 

I have major concerns here.  There is nothing added to what is 
available already in Beaconsfield.  The ATC, a worthy 
organisation no doubt, is not a genuinely community 
organisation and the nursery is a commercial activity, 
providing a service to those who need and can afford it, but 
not a community organisation.  The multi-use community 
facility replicates what we have in several places in 
Beaconsfield already and will compete with them.  Returning 
to a theme I raised earlier, we need to consider this 
development in the context of Beaconsfield as a whole.  We 
do not have anywhere dedicated to the performing arts nor 
indeed to the arts at all.  If we exclude adequate facilities for 
performing music (including opera), theatre and displaying the 
plastic arts what is left of cultural activities?  We need a 
properly designed small theatre space that can be used for all 
of the above provided adequate foyer space is included. May I 
suggest forming an advisory group of those experienced in 
these matters working with SBDC or the developer to come up 
with proposals that could satisfy this need.  In passing, I 
should like to point out that there is no such venue in the 
whole of South Bucks.  This would add significantly to the 
attraction of the development and to integration with the 
main town area. 

A further addtion to the formal sports pitches would be a 
Skate Park.  Teenage anti-social behaviour was a problem in 
the town recently until there was a town meeting when it was 
proposed that we build a skate park and the committee set up 
to develop the idea included teenagers themselves.  
Beaconsfield Town Council rejected all the venues proposed 
which led to complete disillusion among the committee and 
the youngsters in particular.  The Wilton Park development 
offers an opportunity to redress this, particularly if cycling 
and pedestrian access via Minerva Way is safely provided.  I 
urge SBDC to consider this possibility sympathetically. 



PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Stephen Brandon 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

7.4,7.8 

7.15 

7.24 

 The whole scheme should be predicated on agreement 
between SBDC/Bucks CC and the developer to extend the 
access from Pyebush Roundabout to form the relief road A355. 
The access should be designed to allow a clear run through the 
site on the relief road, with access to the site by slipways to 
an overhead roundabout providing access to each area of the 
site and not involving any conflict between the relief road and 
site movements. 
 There should be safe provision for pedestrian access to 
Minerva Way from the OLd town at the London End 
roundabout. 
The new multi-purpose community facility should provide both 
essential local services to the site and some services that are 
currently lacking to the whole of Beaconsfield Old and New 
Towns, namely: swimming pool, theatre/cinema screen, youth 
centre. 

The various facilities to service the site should be managed by 
local organisations wherever possible to ensure that they meet 
local needs and standards. Where contractors are invited to 
build or manage the facilities, their proposed arrangements for 
access and charging should be subject to further public 
consultation. 

The Affordable Housing Statement should comply with the 
current SBDC Policy and the commitment in this process to the 
provision of 40% Affordable Housing, which should include 
clear provision for housing for key workers in Beaconsfield, as 
well as for young families unable to afford the size and price 
of most new built houses developed by local developers. 

Consideration should be given to the creation of a park-and-
ride service off Pyebush Roundabout, which would not only 
facilitate bus service around Beaconsfield but also attract 
longer distance services such as airport links or the Oxford 
Tube. 



PART B – YOUR COMMENTS 

Please do not include any personal details other than your name 
in PART B, as this section may be made publically available. 

Please use this form to comment on the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

Copies of the draft SPD and background documents can be downloaded from the Council’s 
website at www.southbucks.gov.uk. Hard copies of the documents will be available to view in 
the Council offices in Denham; at the Beaconsfield Town Council and Gerrards Cross Town 
Council offices; and at Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross libraries. Representations can be 
made in the following ways: 

@    Email: you can download this form from the Council’s website, fill it in electronically 
and return it via email to: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 

  Post: you can download this form, fill it in by hand and send it back to us at the 
following address: 

Planning Policy Team 
South Bucks District Council 
Capswood 
Denham 
Buckinghamshire 
UB9 4LH 

If you have any queries regarding the Wilton Park Development Brief Draft SPD please contact 
the Planning Policy Team on 01895 837200 or email ldf@southbucks.gov.uk  

Name: 

1. Please indicate whether you are:

  An organisation     An agent   A resident     Other (please specify) 

2. Do you wish to be informed of the adoption of the SPD?

 Yes please    No thanks 

Comment form overleaf

Peter Gillespie 

I am interested in promoting and preserving sites of national historic interest for future 

generations and the general public 

Consultee ID 

(office use only) 
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Please reference the relevant page and paragraph number when commenting on the 
document. Please continue on a separate sheet (or sheets) if necessary. 

Section Page Paragraph Comments 

5.5 39 1 I see that the existing buildings will be demolished. 

I am therefore staggered to see that the plan takes no account 
at all of the importance of Shean Block, the only Second World 
War building that remains at Wilton Park.   

This preservation needs to be included in the plan as a matter 
of importance, as it is most likely that the site will soon gain 
as much historical attention in the media as Bletchley Park has 
since the 1970s.  It could well lend itself to a specialised 
museum.   

Any destruction now will clearly be seen by future generations 
as an amazing act of vandalism.   
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Planning Policy 

Sent by email: ldf@southbucks.gov.uk Carmelle Bell 
E: thameswaterplanningpolicy@savills.com 

DL: +44 (0) 118 952 0503 
M: +44 (0) 7807  99 9409 

Hawker House 
5 - 6 Napier Court, 

Napier Road, Reading 
Berkshire, RG1 8BW 

savills.com 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

SOUTH BUCKS – WILTON PARK DEVELOPMENT BRIEF SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING 
DOCUMENT – COMMENTS MADE ON BEHALF OF THAMES WATER 

Thames Water Utilities Ltd (Thames Water) Property Services function is now being delivered by Savills 
(UK) Limited as Thames Water’s appointed supplier. Savills are therefore pleased to respond to the above 
consultation on behalf of Thames Water.  

Thames Water are the statutory sewerage undertaker for the area covered by the Wilton Park 
Development SPD. For Water Supply the SPD area is cover by the Affinity Water Company. As such the 
below comments on Wastewater Infrastructure are made. 

Wastewater Infrastructure 

The provision of wastewater services is essential to any development. Failure to ensure that any required 
upgrades to the wastewater infrastructure are delivered alongside development could result in adverse 
impacts of internal and external sewer flooding and / or pollution of watercourses. Therefore Thames 
Water supports the recognition throughout this document that adequate wastewater infrastructure must be 
in place to serve new developments prior to occupation, specifically were reference is made the South 
Bucks Core Strategy Policy CP14. 

Wastewater Treatment Works 

Paragraph 5.21 states that: 

There is an existing wastewater treatment works within the site that meets the needs of the 
existing MOD development. This is privately operated on behalf of Thames Water. If this lacks 
capacity or cannot be retained, alternative measures for dealing with foul water drainage from the 
site will need to be prepared and agreed with the Environment Agency. 

This paragraph is not accurate as a wastewater treatment works on the Ministry of Defence site is not 
owned or operated on behalf of Thames Water. 
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The Planning Policy Team 
Capswood 
Oxford Road 
Denham 
UB9 4LH. 

By Email to - ldf@southbucks.gov.uk 
Dear all, 

I would like to comment on the proposed development of Wilton Park and the South Bucks 
District Council’s draft Supplementary Planning Document. 

There is the provision of new sports pitches and changing facilities within the Community 
‘Hub’ in the document.  As Holtspur FC currently use the football pitches there, the 
expectation is that these new facilities will be used by them.  

Beaconsfield Cricket Club and Beaconsfield Squash Club are also discussing a proposal to 
develop new joint Clubhouse facilities, and bring their facilities up to modern standards for 
the local community. 

There seems a great chance for the Council to consider the potential development of a 
single facility for all of these Clubs. The combined membership and resources of all three 
clubs would provide the facility with greater utilisation and strong financial sustainability for 
the future. 

The three non-for-profit Clubs provide high quality sporting opportunities for hundreds of 
Beaconsfield residents, especially children. This is a once in a lifetime opportunity to provide 
the residents and future generations with top facilities to develop these sports even further. 

Therefore, within the overall plan for the Wilton Park development, we request that the 
Council meet with the three sports clubs and initiates a review to find a way of developing a 
joint clubhouse facility which is more financially sustainable and will be to the greater 
benefit of current and future generations of Beaconsfield residents. Whilst we recognise 
that the SPD relates only to land within the Opportunity site boundary, we think that the 
authority should encourage and enable more lateral thinking where opportunities may exist 
that will benefit the wider community. This may result in some areas of land that are 
currently set within the Green Belt being accepted as development opportunities when 
considered as Exceptions Cases benefitting the Community. 

Yours faithfully, 

Sam Musk 
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